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ATTACHMENT V11

POST PUBLIC NOTICE ADDENDUM: October 2011

The draft NPDES permit for the ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor East and ArcelorMittal Indiana
Harbor Long Carbon were made available for public comment from August 15, 2011, through
September 30, 2011, as part of Public Notice No. 2011-8F-RD/PH. In addition, a public hearing
was held in Gary, Indiana, on September 15, 2011. During the comment period and at the public
hearing, comments were received concerning the draft permit. Comments received at the
hearing and/or submitted via email, and this Office’s corresponding responses, are summarized
below. Any changes to the permit and/or fact sheet are so noted below.

Mr. Kevin Doyle, Environmental Manager, ArcelorMittal USA LLC submitted the
following comments on behalf of the permittee for the following permits: Indiana Harbor
East (IN0000094) and Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (IN0063355).

Comment 1:

WATER QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS (WOQBELSs)

ArcelorMittal understands that IDEM used the procedures at 327 IAC 5-2-11.4
and 11.6 to calculate Water Quality Based Effluent Limits for ArcelorMittal
outfalls discharging to the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal (IHSC) and constructed a
multi-discharger Waste Load Allocation model to ensure that water quality
standards are maintained throughout the ITHSC and as the IHSC meets Lake
Michigan.

IDEM failed to use readily available, reliable site-specific data as part of the
Waste Load Allocation model development and this can significantly impact
calculation of the WQBELs. Specifically, IDEM failed to use background water-
quality data at Dickey Road, and site-specific dissolved and total metals data for
calculation of site-specific dissolved metals translators (DMTs). All of these data
have historically been collected by IDEM and the failure to use current,
scientifically sound site-specific data is unexplainable. Further discussion is
presented below.

Background Water Quality

In its water quality assessment and development of WQBELSs, IDEM determined
background water quality using the cumulative allocated loadings from the
upstream outfalls in the applicable study area. This is an overly conservative
approach that ignores more than ten years of actual in-stream data. Those data
reflect the cumulative and collective discharges of all dischargers upstream of
Dickey Road. Actual in-stream data for the IHSC were developed by IDEM and
are available for the IHC-2 monitoring station at Dickey Road. These data can be
used to re-establish background water quality for the ArcelorMittal Indiana
Harbor permits based on actual conditions. These data were summarized by
ArcelorMittal and previously presented to IDEM.! Unexplainably, IDEM did not
use these data to establish background water quality for the draft Indiana Harbor
permits. Instead, IDEM used the cumulative allocated loadings upstream of this
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location to determine background water quality for the stream segment
downstream of Dickey Road. This approach is impractical because it is not
realistic to presume that all upstream dischargers would be discharging at or near
their permitted mass loadings simultaneously. Using the actual in-stream data is
more appropriate because the data represent actual conditions instead of projected
concentrations based upon the presumption of discharges at allocated loadings.
IDEM’s choice not to use Dickey Road data to establish background
concentrations is confusing in light of its comments contained in the supplemental
documentation supporting the WLA analysis for the ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor
permits:

“Developing background concentrations based on actual instream data is
consistent with the regulations and accounts for the wastewater treatment that is
occurring upstream of the subwatershed. Otherwise, overly conservative
requirements can be placed on downstream dischargers.” (pg 17)

These comments appear to demonstrate that IDEM not only supports, but prefers,
the use of actual instream data to establish background water quality, where
available. Accordingly, the Dickey Road data must be used to ‘re-establish’
background water quality at the appropriate location in the IHSC for IDEM’s
water quality assessment and calculation of WQBELSs. A comparison of the
concentrations used by IDEM at Dickey Road and the actual IHSC concentrations
at Dickey Road are presented below for fluoride, lead and zinc.

Comparison of IDEM Predicted Concentrations at Dickey Road to
Actual Concentrations

IDEM Predicted Actual
Concentration at Concentration at
Dickey Road Dickey Road*

Fluoride, mg/l 0.63 0.49

Lead, Total, ug/l 8.5 4.0

Zinc, Total, ug/l 36 25

* Geometric mean of IHC-2 fixed monitoring station data January
2005 to December 2009

Using Dickey Road data as background concentrations leads to significantly less
stringent preliminary WQBELSs for lead and zinc. ArcelorMittal’s requested
effluent limits based on the Dickey Road background data, and other factors, are
presented throughout these comments.

Dissolved Metals Translators

Total and dissolved data for copper, lead and zinc collected by IDEM from the
Indiana Harbor Ship Canal at fixed monitoring stations I[HC-2 (Dickey Road) and
THC-0 should be used to calculate site-specific dissolved metals translators
(DMTs). These DMTs should be used in the calculation of preliminary water-
quality based effluent limits for the Central Treatment Plant (CTP) Outfall 001,
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and Indiana Harbor East Outfall 014. Data collected by IDEM over a period of
several years for these metals demonstrate that the majority of the copper, lead
and zinc present is associated with particulate in the water column and is not in
the dissolved form. Dissolved metals more closely approximate the bioavailable
fraction in the water column than do total or total recoverable metals.
Consequently, use of site-specific DMTs is well suited for the IHSC. The Dickey
Road fixed monitoring station, located downstream of CTP OQutfall 001, serves as
an appropriate data set for calculating DMTs for development of WQBELSs for
CTP Outfall 001. IDEM should consider the Dickey Road data representative of
conditions in the IHSC and reliable because IDEM used the lead and zinc data
collected at Dickey Road for another purpose in the NPDES permit renewal
process for the ArcelorMitta] facilities (i.e., Dickey Road data were use to project
the effluent quality from Indiana Harbor West Outfall 007 in IDEM’s multi-
discharger WLA). The IHC-0 fixed monitoring station is located downstream of
Indiana Harbor East Outfall 014.

Per EPA guidance’, DMTs can be calculated as the dissolved to total metal
fraction, and can be calculated from a correlation of the dissolved fraction to
receiving stream TSS concentration. Following that guidance, DMTs for copper,
lead and zinc were calculated from the Dickey Road and IHC-0 data and are
summarized below. The dissolved and total metals data used in the DMT
calculations are attached (see Attachment IHC-1). For comparison, IDEM’s
default translators that were used in the development of the proposed permit
limits, and DMT’s calculated from data collected by IDEM at fixed Station IHC-
3S are also shown.
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Comparison of Indiana Harbor Ship Canal Dissolved Metal Fractions to
IDEM Default Translators

IDEM IDEM
Default Default

tHC-35 Translators Translaters

{Columbus for IHLC and | BHC-2 {Dickey | for i East

Drive} CTP Road} 014 and 018 | IHC-O

1/04to

1704 to 6/09 NA 1/04tp 1/08 | NA 10/06
Copper
N 47 [t} 37 0 30
Geomeiric Mean 8,358 0.457 0459
DMT by TS5 Regression (TSS =4 mg/l) | 0.493 £.960 NA 0,960 0.574
55th Percentile 0.715 0.629 0.743
tead
N 48 4] 38 3] 31
Geometric Mesn 8.176 0.228 0.374
DMT by T5S Regression {758 = 4 mg/1) 0.268 0.686 N& 0.707 G.447
95th Percentile 0.472 0.415 0.645
Zinc
N 47 [¢] 37 [3] 30
Geometlric Mean 0.232 0.375 G.462
DMT by TSS Regression {755 = 4 mg/B 0.432 0,978 NA 0.978 0.544
95th Percentile 0.635 0.574 0.774

IDEM’s default DMTs, which rely on no data specific to the IHSC, are clearly
inaccurate for the ArcelorMittal permits and overestimate the dissolved copper,
lead and zinc fractions in the IHSC by significant amounts. For example, the
default translators are 2.1, 3.0 and 2.6 times greater than the calculated geometric
mean of the dissolved fractions for copper, lead and zinc, respectively, at IHC-2.
Even the 95" percentiles of the dissolved fractions for all metals at all locations
are significantly below IDEM’s default translators. As shown, the DMTs
calculated at IHC-3S, IHC-2 and IHC-0 are considerably lower than IDEM’s
default DMTs used in the calculation of WQBELs. Graphs of the geometric mean
dissolved fractions, TSS-regression developed DMTs, and IDEMs default DMTs
are presented below.
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Given the data presented in the table and graphs above, it is not reasonable to
assume, as IDEM has done through use of the default DMTs, that the dissolved
metal fraction in the water column somehow increases dramatically in between
the fixed monitoring stations. ArcelorMittal’s requested effluent limits, based
upon site-specific DMTs derived from the IDEM fixed monitoring station data
and other factors, are presented below.

ArcelorMittal Requested Effluent Limits for {H Central Treatment Plant {Copper, Lead and Zinc)

Requested Outfall 001 Permit Uimits Requested Outfsl 101 Permit Limits
Concentration Conceniration
{ug/l wiass {lbs/day] {ug/ty Mass {lbs/day)
Monthly | Daily Meonthly | Daily Monthly | Daily Monthly | Daily
Pollutant | Average | Max. Average | Max, Average | Max. Average | Max.
Report Report Report Report
Copper 47 81 2.5 4.4
only Only Only Only
Repaort Report Report Report Report Report
Lead P p P P P P 9.4 i9
Only Only Only Only Only Only
Report Report Report Report
Zinc 360 720 20 39 P P P port

Only Only Only Only
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ArcelorMittal Requested Effluent Limits for IH East
Outfall 014 {Lead and Zinc)

Reguested Outfall 014 Permit Limits

Concentration
fug/l) Mass {Ibs/day}
Monthly | Daily Monthly | Daily
Pollutant | Average | Max. Average | Max.
Lead 120 240 11.5 23
i Report Report
Zing 14.91 44 .69
only Only

Comments on Multi-discharger Wasteload Allocation Model

IDEM constructed a multi-discharger wasteload allocation model for ammonia,
total residual chlorine, fluoride, sulfate, lead and zinc to ensure that water quality
standards are maintained throughout the IHSC and as the IHSC meets Lake
Michigan. Comments specific to lead, zinc and fluoride are presented below.

Lead and Zinc

At the ‘end’ of IDEM’s multi-discharger WLA model (i.e., the end of the IHSC
and the beginning of Lake Michigan) IDEM shows a lead concentration of 9.9
ug/l, which is essentially equivalent to the chronic aquatic life water quality
criterion. This ‘end-result’ creates the false impression that essentially all
assimilative capacity in the IHSC has been consumed. Using more reasonable
projected loadings from outfalls at which no WQBELSs are warranted in
conjunction with “re-establishing” background water quality at Dickey Road and
accounting for the requested effluent limits throughout these comments shows
that assimilative capacity remains in the IHSC, even when making the unrealistic
assumption that all dischargers downstream of Dickey Road are simultaneously
discharging at their maximum permitted levels. It is important that IDEM
recognize this fact going forward, to avoid the false impression that essentially all
assimilative capacity for lead in the IHSC has been consumed. This position
could make future permitting of new discharges or expansion at existing
dischargers a more difficult task than necessary.

In addition, IDEM significantly overestimated the pollutant loadings from certain
ArcelorMuittal outfalls in its multi-discharger WLA model. We understand that a
WLA for an outfall derived from preliminary effluent limits serves as the input to
the model to ensure that water quality standards are maintained. However, where
no WQBEL exists, or where none is warranted, IDEM has overestimated
pollutant loadings.

For Indiana Harbor Long Carbon, where the draft permit contains no WQBELSs
for lead and zinc, IDEM estimated discharges of 1.68 lbs/day of lead and 2.94
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Ibs/day of zinc based upon its default projected effluent quality (PEQ) procedure.
However, implementing the projected effluent quality (PEQ) procedures at 327
IAC 5-2-11.5(b)(1)(B)(V), and considering the technology-based effluent limits at
Outfall 602, allows for model input wasteload allocation discharges of 0.42
Ibs/day lead and 1.38 Ibs/day zinc. These wasteload allocations result in
preliminary effluent limits which are greater than the PEQs derived from 327 IAC
5-2-11.5(b)(1)(B)(V), and the Outfall 602 TBELSs, and therefore adequately
characterize the discharge from Indiana Harbor Long Carbon Outfall 001.

For Indiana Harbor East Outfall 018, IDEM estimated discharges of 6.24 Ibs/day
of lead based upon WQBELS derived pursuant to 327 IAC 5-2-11.4 and 11.6.
However, as stated elsewhere in these comments, there is no reasonable potential
to exceed these limits, and they should not be included in the renewal NPDES
permit. Implementing the projected effluent quality (PEQ) procedures at 327 IAC
5-2-11.5(b)(1)(B)(V), and considering the technology-based effluent limits at
Outfalls 518 and 618, allows a model input discharge of 5.31 lbs/day lead. This
wasteload allocation results in preliminary effluent limits of 4.3 Ibs/day (monthly
average) and 9.0 Ibs/day (daily maximum) lead. These values are greater than the
PEQs derived from 327 IAC 5-2-11.5(b)(1)(B)(V) and the sum of the Outfall 518
and 618 TBELSs, and therefore adequately characterize the discharge from Indiana
Harbor East Outfall 018.

Printouts of IDEM’s multi-discharger WLA model for lead and zinc that was
modified to include Dickey Road data as background, the more accurate
discharges from Indiana Harbor Long Carbon Outfall 001 and Indiana Harbor
East Outfall 018, and ArcelorMittal’s requested effluent limits are attached (see
Attachment IHC-2). The results show remaining assimilative capacity throughout
the IHSC and at Lake Michigan for lead and zinc.

Fluoride

IDEM made the same general errors for fluoride in its multi-discharger WLA
model, as it did for lead and zinc. Namely, the discharges from certain
ArcelorMittal outfalls are overestimated and IDEM did not ‘reestablish”
background fluoride concentrations at Dickey Road. A simplified mass balance
accounting for Dickey Road data and discharges from Indiana Harbor East and
West is presented in other comments. The results show minimal effect on the
concentration of fluoride where the IHSC meets Lake Michigan.

" Grand Calumet River, Indiana Harbor Water Quality Assessment, Lake
Michigan Potable Intake Water Quality and Potential Impacts of ArcelorMittal
Indiana Harbor East and West Plants. Prepared for ArcelorMittal USA,
Environmental Affairs, Richfield, Ohio, prepared by Amendola Engineering, Inc.,
Lakewood, Ohio. June 6, 2008, Water Quality Update April 2, 2009.

? The Metals Translator: Guidance Jor Calculating a Total Recoverable Permit
Limit From a Dissolved Criterion, USEPA, June 1996
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(A) Background Water Quality

An explanation of the development of wasteload allocations including the
calculation of background concentrations is included in the Fact Sheet of each
permit. IDEM has historically developed wasteload allocations in the Grand
Calumet River watershed by assigning wasteload allocations to point source
discharges and using these wasteload allocations in the calculation of background
concentrations for downstream dischargers. In the current modeling effort, IDEM
decided to divide the Grand Calumet River watershed into three subwatersheds
for the development of wasteload allocations. The ArcelorMittal discharges are
located in the Indiana Harbor Canal/Lake George Canal/Indiana Harbor
subwatershed which has as its headwaters the combined flow of the East Branch
and West Branch subwatersheds. The background concentrations for the Indiana
Harbor Canal/Lake George Canal/Indiana Harbor subwatershed were not based
on the accumulated wasteload allocations of the East Branch and West Branch
subwatershed discharges, but were re-established using data collected at IDEM
fixed station IHC-3S on the Indiana Harbor Canal at Columbus Avenue which is
upstream of all point source discharges in the subwatershed. The Indiana Harbor
Canal is subject to reverse flows as documented by U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) stream flow gage 04092750 at Canal Street. IDEM fixed station IHC-2
at Dickey Road is located about 0.6 miles downstream of the USGS gage at Canal
Street and is more susceptible to reverse flows and dilution by Lake Michigan
waters than IDEM fixed station IHC-3S which is located about 0.7 miles
upstream of Canal Street. Under 327 IAC 5-2-11.4(a)(8), IDEM is required to use
best professional judgment when determining what available data are acceptable
for determining background. IDEM does not believe that it is acceptable to use
data collected at fixed station THC-2 to re-establish the background concentration
at Dickey Road due to the documented reverse flows at Canal Street and the
potential for samples collected at fixed station IHC-2 to be of downstream waters
flowing upstream.

(B) Dissolved Metals Translators

Indiana regulation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.4(c)(8) specifies the procedure for
calculating wasteload allocations for metals with aquatic life criteria expressed in
the form of dissolved metal. Under this regulation, unless a site-specific metals
translator is developed, the metals translator is set equal to the default metals
translator listed in the rule which is the criteria conversion factor used to derive
the dissolved metal criterion. Default metals translators are established in this

. regulation for copper and zinc which also have aquatic life criteria established

under 327 IAC 2-1.5-8. Default metals translators for lead are not established
under 5-2-11.4(a)(8) because aquatic life criteria for lead were derived using the
methodologies under 2-1.5-11 after 2-1.5-8 was promulgated. To be consistent
with 5-2-11.4(c)(8), IDEM also applied the criteria conversion factor as the
default metals translator for lead. Under 5-2-11.4(c)(8), a discharger may request
the use of an alternate metals translator using site-specific data. The discharger
must conduct a site-specific study to identify the ratio of the dissolved fraction to
the total recoverable fraction outside the mixing zone and submit the study to
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IDEM to determine if it is acceptable. ArcelorMittal did request in letters dated
June 6, 2011 and June 28, 2011 that IDEM use dissolved and total recoverable
data collected by IDEM at Dickey Road (fixed station IHC-2) to develop metals
translators for lead and zinc. However, a site-specific study conducted by
ArcelorMittal was not submitted prior to the public notice of the draft permit. In
their comments on the draft permit, ArcelorMittal submitted summarized total
recoverable and dissolved metal data collected at IDEM fixed stations IHC-2 and
IHC-0 for copper, lead and zinc along with metals translators calculated using the
data. IDEM fixed station IHC-0 is in the vicinity of ArcelorMittal West Outfall
011 and may be within the mixing zone of this outfall which would make data
collected at this location unacceptable for developing a metals translator under 5-
2-11.4(c)(8). IDEM data collected at fixed station IHC-2 may be acceptable for
developing metals translators and could be utilized as part of a site-specific study.
Regardless, IDEM did not receive a site-specific study from ArcelorMittal and
proceeded to calculate wasteload allocations for copper, lead and zinc using
default metals translators as required under 5-2-11.4(a)(8).

(C) Multi-discharger Wasteload Allocation Model: Lead and Zinc

Lake Michigan water quality criteria must be met at the interface of the Indiana
Harbor and Lake Michigan. Therefore, wasteload allocations for discharges in
the Indiana Harbor Canal/Lake George Canal/ Indiana Harbor subwatershed must
be allocated in a manner to ensure that Lake Michigan criteria are met at the end
of the subwatershed. The multi-discharger model provides a means to ensure that
Lake Michigan criteria are met during critical stream conditions for conservative
pollutants. The model can be refined in the future based on revised outfall
allocations, discharge flows and background concentrations. If a site-specific
metals translator study is conducted and approved, it may be possible to increase
the water quality targets (the applicable dissolved metal criteria divided by the
metals translator) for lead and zinc in the subwatershed and in Lake Michigan,
providing more assimilative capacity.

As noted in a prior response, IDEM does not believe it is acceptable to re-
establish background at Dickey Road and has not received a site-specific metals
translator study so the current multi-discharger model was not revised. IDEM did
look at the impact of lowering the ArcelorMittal Long Carbon allocation, as
requested, and did not find a significant impact on the calculation of downstream
WQBELs. For future wasteload allocation considerations, a site-specific metals
translator along with more refined effluent concentration characteristics will
provide the greatest means of showing that more assimilative capacity is available
than currently modeled.

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES FOR NEW WATER QUALITY-BASED
EFFLUENT LIMITS

The draft NPDES permits for each of ArcelorMittal’s Indiana Harbor plants
contain new water quality based effluent limits for mercury and other pollutants.
There are only limited available intake and effluent data that suggest the intake
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and effluent concentrations at each facility are within the same range, meaning
process wastewater and non-cooling water discharges may not be sources or not
significant sources of these pollutants. In addition, additional monitoring in all
cases is required in order to capture the variability in discharges of these
pollutants in order to evaluate compliance with the proposed limits. As a result,
ArcelorMittal requests 54-month compliance schedules for every new WQBEL in
each permit. This will provide sufficient time to develop statistically significant
databases, determine if there are any controllable sources and implement best
management practices or other control strategies. ArcelorMittal requests that the
54-month compliance schedule provisions included in the ArcelorMittal Burns
Harbor NPDES Permit (No. IN0000175) be used as a guide. We believe the
limited available intake and effluent data for these facilities are not sufficient to
establish WQBELS, to determine that the Indiana Harbor facilities are actual
sources, or to advise facility management on whether the proposed new WQBELSs
can be achieved on a consistent basis. If one or more outfalls are determined to
not be in compliance with one or more of the new WQBELSs, then a 54-month
compliance schedule will be necessary to evaluate potential options to address the
source(s).

For each pollutant receiving TBELSs at an internal outfall, and for which water
quality criteria or values exist or can be developed, concentration and
corresponding mass-based WQBELSs were calculated at the final outfall. The
WQBELSs were set equal to the applicable PELs from the multi-discharger model
or the outfall specific spreadsheet. This was done for ArcelorMittal Indiana
Harbor East Outfall 014 (Lead, Zinc, Naphthalene and Tetrachloroethylene at the
final outfall; also, Ammonia-N at internal Outfall 613), and Outfall 018 (Lead and
Zinc at interna] Outfalls 518 and 618 and Ammonia-N at internal Outfall 518).
The mass-based WQBELSs at the final outfall were compared to the mass-based
TBELs. Since the facility is authorized to discharge up to the mass-based TBELs,
if the mass-based TBELs exceed the mass-based WQBELSs at the final outfall, the
pollutant may be discharged at a level that will cause an excursion above a
numeric water quality criterion or value under 2-1.5 and WQBELSs are required
for the pollutant at the final outfall. This was the case for Lead and Zinc at
Outfall 014. Therefore, WQBELS are required for these pollutants regardless of
the results of the reasonable potential statistical procedure. However, the results
of the reasonable potential statistical procedure were used to help establish the
monitoring frequency.

Using the EPA memo dated May 10, 2007 on Compliance Schedules for Water
Quality Based Effluent Limits in NPDES Permits as guidance, in order to grant a
compliance schedule in an NPDES permit, the permitting authority has to make a
reasonable finding, adequately supported by the administrative record, that the
discharger cannot immediately comply with the WQBEL upon the effective date
of the permit. 40 CFR §§ 122.47, 122.47(a)(1). In considering ArcelorMittal’s
request, IDEM reviewed previously submitted data for the new water quality
based effluent limits, RPE analyses, and internal technology based effluent limits
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as noted above. Based on that review, it was determined that in instances where
the permittee appears to be capable of meeting new water quality based effluent
limits upon permit issuance, the permittee is not eligible for schedules of
compliance for those parameters at that outfall.

MONITORING WAIVERS NAPHTHALENE AND
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE

The draft NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor West (Outfall 211, p. 19 of 77) and
Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant (Outfall 101, p. 6 of 59) contain the
following footnote regarding ArcelorMittal’s request for monitoring waivers for
naphthalene and tetrachloroethylene under 40 CFR §122.44(a)(2):

At the end of a twelve month sampling period, the permittee may request in
writing, a review of these monitoring requirements. Upon review by IDEM, the
permit may be modified, after public notice and for hearing, to reduce or delete
the monitoring requirements.

ArcelorMittal requests the respective footnotes for Indiana Harbor West and
Indiana Central Treatment Plant be modified as follows, and that the following
footnote be added for the proposed naphthalene and tetrachloroethylene
monitoring requirements for Outfall 014 at Indiana Harbor East:

At the end of a twelve month sampling period, the permittee may request in
writing, a review of these monitoring requirements pursuant to 40 CFR
§122.44(a)(2). Upon review by IDEM, the permit may be modified, after public
notice and for hearing, to reduce or delete the monitoring requirements.

IDEM and EPA believe that the non-detects reported for these parameters may
not be due to a lack of those pollutants being present, but rather may be
attributable to dilution from other wastestreams present at Outfall 014. Therefore,
the following footnote will be added for the proposed naphthalene and
tetrachloroethylene monitoring requirements for Outfall 014 at Indiana Harbor
East:

“At the end of a twelve month sampling period, the permittee may request, in
writing, a review of these monitoring requirements. In order to determine
whether a monitoring waiver is appropriate the facility will have to submit data
collected at both the final outfall and at an internal point of wastewater discharge
Jrom the Cold Mill Operations (prior to commingling with any other
wastestreams). Sampling shall be done at each location on the same days. Upon
review by IDEM, the permit may be modified, after public notice and opportunity
Jor hearing, to reduce or delete the monitoring requirements.”

INTAKE 316(b) REQUIREMENTS
Part II1.D (Cooling Water Intake Structures) of the draft Indiana Harbor Long
Carbon NPDES permit (p. 60 of 60) and Part II1.B. of the draft Indiana Harbor
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Central Treatment Plant (CTP) NPDES permit (p. 58 of 59) require quarterly
reporting by Indiana Harbor Long Carbon and by Indiana Harbor CTP that
Indiana Harbor East and Indiana Harbor West, respectively, either are in or out of
compliance with CWA Section 316(b). Neither facility has a cooling water intake
structure and there is no regulatory basis to impose any CWA Section 316(b)
reporting requirements on these facilities. In addition, holding these permittees
accountable based on whether the water supplier is in compliance is inappropriate
when the compliance condition is beyond the control of the permittee. This
reporting is also duplicative because IDEM will receive such reporting from the
primary facilities with cooling water intake structures. Accordingly, ArcelorMittal
requests the above referenced sections of the Indiana Harbor Long Carbon and
Indiana Harbor CTP permits be replaced with the following statements:

Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (Part I11.D.)
Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant (Part I11.B.)

The facility obtains its intake water from the ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor East

Jacility that is permitted as INO000094 and whose CWIS is in compliance with the
CWA Section 316(b) as noted in its permit. [substitute “Indiana Harbor West

Jacility” for the Indiana Harbor CTP permit]. All monitoring and reporting
requirements related to CWA Section 316(b) are contained in the above
referenced NPDES permit for the Indiana Harbor East facility [substitute
“Indiana Harbor West facility” for the Indiana Harbor CTP permit].

Indiana Harbor East Intake No. 2

ArcelorMittal further requests that cooling water intake monitoring requirements
not apply to the No. 2 intake at Indiana Harbor East. As described in
ArcelorMittal’s letter to IDEM dated June 6, 2011, the Main Intake at Indiana
Harbor East is the primary source of process and cooling water for Indiana Harbor
East, supplying water to Indiana Harbor Long Carbon, Indiana Harbor East Plant
1, and the majority of Indiana Harbor East Plant 2. The smaller No. 7 Intake
supplies water to the north end of Plant 2. When Lake Michigan levels are high
enough, water flows into the forebay through flap gates in the wall to the tunnel
shaft, and is conducted to No. 2 Intake via the tunnel that runs underneath the
plant, approximately 200 feet below grade. The No. 2 Intake creates the draw that
brings the water in. From the intake, the water is then conveyed out to various
locations in Plant 2.

For a number of years, low water levels in Lake Michigan created a situation in
which the levels are so low that the water line was below the flap gates and thus
the pumps at No. 2 Intake could not draw lake water into the plant. This
necessitated installation of low lift pumps that pump the water over a wall (the
wall with flap gates described above) that divides the tunnel shaft forebay from
the Main Intake. This surcharges the system, and from there the water flows to
No. 2 Intake via the plant tunnel. Water travels across the plant to reach the No. 2
Intake, and water may be picked up by the low lift pumps at the main intake. In




Response 4:

Comment 5:

IN0000094
Page 129 of 166

other words, water from Lake Michigan is not withdrawn directly into the facility
through the No. 2 Intake. Accordingly, it is not appropriate to impose Section
316(b) monitoring and reporting requirements and possible controls at the No. 2
Intake. Thus, Part IV of the Indiana Harbor East NPDES permit should not
include the No. 2 Intake as subject to Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 316(b)
requirements).

Indiana Harbor East Main Intake and Intake No. 7

ArcelorMittal requests that Intake No. 7 at Indiana Harbor East be designated as
the Lake Michigan intake at which the Section 316(b) studies be conducted, rather
than conduct such studies at both the Main Intake and Intake No. 7. Given the
high cost and resource intensive nature of the Section 316(b) studies,
ArcelorMittal is proposing to conduct one set of studies at Intake No. 7 and
transfer the results of the studies to the Main Intake.

316(b) requirements at Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (Part I11.D.):

This language shall be modified to read: “This facility obtains its intake water
Jrom the ArcelorMittal East Facility that is permitted as INO000094 and whose
CWIS is in compliance with the CWA Section 316(b) as noted in its permit. This
permit will also be in compliance with Section 316(b) as long as the CWIS
regulated under Permit INO000094 is in compliance. The holder of this permit
shall notify IDEM if the ArcelorMittal East Facility that supplies the water to this
Jfacility no longer holds an NPDES permit that regulates the CWISs.”

Indiana Harbor East Intake No. 2

At this time IDEM agrees that it is not appropriate to impose Section 316(b)
monitoring and reporting requirements and possible controls at the No. 2 Intake.
Part IV of the Indiana Harbor East NPDES permit will not include study
requirements at the No. 2 Intake as part of this permit renewal.

Indiana Harbor East Main Intake and Intake No. 7

The Main Intake at Indiana Harbor East is the primary source of process and
cooling water for Indiana Harbor East (Plant 1 and the majority of Plant 2) and
supplies water to Indiana Harbor Long Carbon, while the smaller No. 7 Intake
only supplies water to the north end of Plant 2. Because of the sizeable difference
in the daily intake flows through these intakes and the substantially different
design and operation of these intakes, limiting studies to Intake No. 7 is
inappropriate.

TEMPERATURE AND THERMAL LOAD MONITORING AND REPORTING
The draft NPDES permits for ArcelorMittal’s Indiana Harbor plants: IH East, IH
Long Carbon, IH West and IH Central Treatment Plant, contain twice per week
temperature monitoring requirements and associated net thermal discharge
loading reporting requirements for external outfalls discharging to the Indiana
Harbor Ship Canal and Indiana Harbor. In the Fact Sheets for the NPDES
permits, IDEM acknowledges that thermal discharges from the Indiana Harbor




IN0000094
Page 130 of 166

Plants do not pose a reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards for
temperature. The reasonable potential evaluation is based on the results of
instream sampling and a multi-discharger thermal model (see, for example, p. 32
of the Fact Sheet and pages 14 and 15 of Appendix A of the Fact Sheet for the
draft JH West permit). The model results have been confirmed by studies that
were conducted by Inland Steel and Ispat-Inland during 1997 and 1998 (see
Attachment A below). Nonetheless, IDEM has determined that temperature and
thermal loadings are pollutants of concern and has proposed the above-mentioned
monitoring requirements, citing 327 IAC 5-2-11.5(e). ArcelorMittal disagrees
with that determination.

In light of IDEM’s finding that there is no reasonable potential to exceed the
water quality standards for temperature within the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal and
Indiana Harbor, the proposed temperature monitoring requirements and thermal
discharge loading reporting requirements pose an unnecessary burden on these
four facilities. While there is no particular Commissioner substantiation or
rationale required by 327 IAC 5-2-11.5(e), that language was originally placed in
the rule to allow monitoring based on situations where there is limited data and
some evidence that there may be environmental harm. In this instance, there are
sufficient data and historical documentation that the thermal discharges from
these four facilities have neither caused exceedances of the temperature water
criteria nor adversely impacted any biological species. These monitoring and
reporting requirements are only monitoring for the sake of monitoring that will
provide no useful direct information or data to assess compliance with ambient
water quality standards. Therefore, these thermal monitoring and reporting
requirements should be removed from the permits.

ArcelorMittal is willing to offer a periodic study approach that will provide
definitive data to determine thermal discharge loadings from the Indiana Harbor
Plants and definitive data to assess compliance with ambient Indiana water quality
standards for temperature in the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal and Indiana Harbor.
Following is the suggested language to be included in the permits as a
replacement for the thermal monitoring and reporting requirements.

“Not later than 90 days after issuance of this permit, the permittee shall
submit to IDEM a quality assurance project plan (QAPP) for thermal load
and in-stream temperature monitoring studies to be conducted during
warm weather months twice during the term of the NPDES permit (second
and fourth years). The studies shall include thermal load determinations
Jor all ArcelorMittal facilities discharging to the Indiana Harbor Ship
Canal and Indiana Harbor, and sufficient concurrent in-stream
temperature measurements to assess compliance with Indiana water
quality standards for temperature. IDEM will provide comments within
45 days of receipt of the proposed studies. If IDEM does not provide
comments within 45 days, the permittee shall conduct the studies as
proposed.”
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This special condition should be included in each NPDES permit for
ArcelorMittal’s Indiana Harbor NPDES permits and the outfall and intake
temperature monitoring requirements and the associated thermal discharge
reporting requirements should be removed.

Finally, as discussed previously with IDEM, ArcelorMittal routinely measures
intake and effluent temperatures early in the morning of each monitoring day,
typically before 8:00 AM when 24-hour composite samplers are serviced. Sample
collection and temperature measurements are conducted using contract resources.
Any requirement for conducting temperature measurements during the
midafternoon would require dispatching sampling crews for additional hours at
additional expense, for no perceived environmental benefit.

A discussion of the thermal analysis is included in the Fact Sheet of each permit.
Indiana has water quality criteria for temperature that apply each month of the
year and monitoring requirements for thermal discharges must be designed to
protect the receiving stream on a year round basis. IDEM developed a
conservative, dilution only model to determine if any ArcelorMittal outfall has a
reasonable potential to exceed for temperature for any month of the year. While
long-term data are available for ArcelorMittal East and ArcelorMittal Long
Carbon, limited data are available for ArcelorMittal Central WWTP and
ArcelorMittal West. ArcelorMittal Central WWTP and ArcelorMittal West have
not been required to conduct routine temperature monitoring since the permit was
renewed in 1986. Data from July 1999 and April 2000 are available from Grand
Calumet River TMDL sampling and permit application data are also available.
The available data show that ArcelorMittal West Outfall 009 is the warmest of all
the ArcelorMittal outfalls and discharge flow from Outfall 009 can increase
significantly during summer months. As noted in the Fact Sheet of the
ArcelorMittal West permit, actual effluent data for January and February are
required to make a reasonable potential determination for Outfalls 009, 010 and
011 due to the absence of effluent data for these months. The thermal load and
instream temperature monitoring studies requested by ArcelorMittal in place of
routine outfall monitoring do not include winter months. The requested studies
may also not capture worst case summer conditions since only two studies are
proposed over five years. Therefore, IDEM believes that a conservative model
and long-term seasonal outfall monitoring provide a reasonable means to screen
the ArcelorMittal discharges for potential water quality impacts. The frequency
of sampling and the requirement for only grab samples were also established to be
consistent with the collection of other required outfall data.

The footnote specifying the time of day the temperature sampling is to take place
shall be modified to read: “Temperature at Outfall 001 shall be sampled between
the hours of 12 pm and 4 pm. As an alternative to direct grab measurements
during this time period the facility may install a more permanent temperature
measuring device that will retain the highest temperature value during any given
24 hour period.”
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EPA CONSENT DECREE AND OTHER PRIOR PERMIT CARRY OVER
REQUIREMENTS (IH EAST & IH LONG CARBON)

Visible Oil Monitoring

The draft NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor East at Part I.G. (p. 51 of 84) and
Indiana Harbor Long Carbon at Part I.L., (p. 43 of 60) contain proposed visible oil
monitoring requirements carried over from an Inland Steel Company federal
consent decree from the 1990’s (H90-0328). ArcelorMittal reports the results of
its visible oil monitoring program in accordance with that consent decree on a
quarterly basis to EPA Region 5. These records are available for IDEM’s review
at any time. Because these requirements are contained in a unilateral EPA consent
decree and because IDEM has enforcement authority under the narrative water
quality standards included in the draft NPDES permit, including the visible oil
monitoring requirements in the draft NPDES permits is redundant, not reasonable
and exceeds IDEM’s authority. A consent decree is intended to have a finite
duration. Including these requirements in the NPDES permits could subject
ArcelorMittal to an extended and unwarranted requirement as well as duplicative
and potentially inconsistent enforcement by EPA and IDEM. Accordingly,
ArcelorMittal requests that IDEM remove the visible oil monitoring requirements
from the respective draft NPDES permits.

Reporting Requirements for Solvents, Degreasing Agents. Rolling Oils, Water
Treatment Chemicals, and Biocides

The draft NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor East at Part LI (p. 52 of 84) and
Indiana Harbor Long Carbon at Part I.M. (p. 43 of 60) contain proposed reporting
requirements for the above-listed substances carried over from the current NPDES
permit for Indiana Harbor East. As discussed previously with IDEM, these
reporting requirements are burdensome and, to a large extent, duplicative of other
state and federal reporting requirements. For example, many of these substances
are subject to reporting under the federal Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) reporting
program under SARA, and the NPDES permit requires reporting and approvals
for use of water treatment chemicals and biocides. These reporting requirements
were removed from the ArcelorMittal Burns Harbor NPDES permit and have not
been included in the draft renewal NPDES permits for the Indiana Harbor West
(Permit No. IN0000205) and Indiana Harbor Central Wastewater Treatment Plant
(Permit No. IN0063711). Accordingly, ArcelorMittal requests that these reporting
requirements be removed from the NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor East and
Indiana Harbor Long Carbon.

Long-Term Instream Biological Monitoring

ArcelorMittal requests that IDEM remove the sediment monitoring requirements
set out at Part LH. (p. 51 of 84) of the draft NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor
East. The US Army Corps of Engineers ship canal dredging project referenced in
the March 1993 Consent Decree (H90-0328) between Inland Steel and EPA will
be conducted over the next several decades. Therefore, it is not reasonable or
appropriate to reference the long-term instream biological monitoring
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requirements in the NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor East. Such requirements
are included in the above-referenced Consent Decree and should be addressed
under terms of the Consent Decree and not the NPDES permit.

Sediment Monitoring

ArcelorMittal requests that IDEM remove the sediment monitoring requirements
set out at Part LJ. (p. 53 of 84) of the draft NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor
East. The US Army Corps of Engineers ship canal dredging project referenced in
the March 1993 Consent Decree (H90-0328) between Inland Steel and EPA is
planned to take place over the next several decades. Therefore, it is not reasonable
or appropriate to reference the sediment monitoring requirements in the NPDES
permit for Indiana Harbor East. Such requirements are included in the above-
referenced Consent Decree and should be addressed under terms of the Consent

- Decree and not the NPDES permit.

Discharges to the Lake Michigan Impoundment and No. 6 Dock

The draft NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor East contains special conditions for
the Lake Michigan Impoundment (Part I.S., (p. 62 of 84) and the No. 6 Dock (Part
LR., P. 61 of 84) carried over from the current NPDES permit that are not
appropriate for inclusion in the renewal NPDES permit. A copy of the Army
Corps permit, effective March 5, 1986, for the Lake Michigan revetment was
provided to IDEM by letter of August 4, 2011. Please note that this permit only
requires annual water quality sampling when active filling has occurred. The
requirements for monitoring of Lake Michigan Impoundment and sealing leaks in
the sheet pile wall revetment were driven by the fact that, at that time, Inland
Steel was discharging process water to the groundwater from its fly ash pits and
the No. 7 Blast Furnace slag pits. The No. 7 Blast Furnace slag pits were then
unlined. The Lake Michigan Impoundment has been monitored for over 18 years.
The results have not varied significantly during the past 10 years or more. These
results demonstrate that water quality in the impoundment is stable. Accordingly,
further monitoring is unnecessary and, in fact, IDEM has removed this condition
from the current draft permits.

Similarly, sealing of leaks in the sheet pile wall at No. 6 Dock was also a
requirement driven by leakage of the fly ash pits and the slag pits to the
groundwater. Given the number of years since cessation of discharges from both
of these sources, and the fact that the facility continues its sampling of perimeter
wells, this draft permit condition is also unnecessary and should be removed. In
addition to the above, these requirements are also subject to the unilateral March
1993 Consent Decree referenced above. As stated above, consent decrees are
intended to have limited life and subject to their own modification procedures.
Imposing these requirements in the NPDES permit memorializes the
requirements, which exceeds IDEM’s authority, requires duplicative reporting,
and can potentially cause inconsistent enforcement by the regulatory agencies.
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No. 7 Blast Furnace

The draft NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor East contains special conditions
regarding the No. 7 Blast Furnace at Part I.L, p. 54 of 84). The No. 7 Blast
Furnace slag pit reconstruction project conducted during 2004 and 2005 included
clay lining (3 feet of clay, plus two feet of slag fines for armoring). Groundwater
pumping ceased at that time as well. A copy of the Purchase Order and
specification sheet dated April 24, 2004 issued to Beemsterboer, Inc., the
contractor who lined the pits, was provided to IDEM by letter of August 4, 2011.
Given that this project was completed several years ago and was the subject of the
unilateral March 1993 Consent Decree, references to requirements for slag pit
lining and groundwater pumping exceeds IDEM’s authority, is unnecessary and
should be removed from the NPDES permit. Part I, paragraph L in the draft
NPDES permit should either be removed or replaced with the following
statement:

“The permittee is prohibited from discharging process wastewater from
the No. 7 Blast Furnace except through Internal Outfall 518 and
subsequently through Outfall 018; or,as necessary, through internal
Outfall 613 and subsequently through Outfall 014.”

Visible Qil Monitoring:

Because ArcelorMittal reports the results of its visible oil monitoring program in
accordance with the consent decree on a quarterly basis to EPA Region 5 and
these reports are easily accessible to IDEM, the Visible Oil Monitoring permit
requirement has been removed.

Reporting Requirements for Solvents, Degreasing Agents, Rolling Oils, Water
Treatment Chemicals, and Biocides:

Rather than requiring an annual report to IDEM, the permittee shall be required to
maintain the information on site and report it to IDEM if requested.

Long-Term In-stream Biological Monitoring:

This condition has been removed from the permit. However, the following
reopener has been included in the permit: “This permit may be modified, or
alternately, revoked and reissued, after public notice and opportunity for hearing

to require initiation of a long term in-stream biomonitoring program in the
Indiana Harbor Ship Canal and the Indiana Harbor upon completion of the
Indiana Harbor and Indiana Harbor Ship Canal sediment remediation program
described in the March 1993 consent decree H90-0328 between Inland Steel
Corporation and the U.S. EPA, and completion of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineering dredging.”

Sediment Monitoring:

This condition has been removed from the permit. However, the following
reopener has been included in the permit: “This permit may be modified, or
alternately, revoked and reissued, after public notice and opportunity for hearing
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lo require the permittee to undertake a sediment monitoring program upon
completion of the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal and the Indiana Harbor sediment
remediation program described in the March 1993 Consent Decree H90-0328
between Inland Steel Corporation and the U.S. EPA, and completion of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineering dredging.”

Discharges to the Lake Michigan Impoundment and No. 6 Dock

The special conditions for the No. 6 Dock (Part LR.) and Lake Michigan
Impoundment (Part 1.S.) in the ArcelorMittal East permit are not subject to the
March 1993 Consent Decree, but rather originate from U.S. EPA Agreed Order
V-W-93-A0-15 issued March 29, 1993 and U.S. EPA Agreed Order V-W-94-
AO-37 issued August 31, 1994. Unpermitted discharges from fissures along the
No. 6 Dock face into the Indiana Harbor Canal and unpermitted discharges from
the facility’s revetment and Lake Michigan Impoundment are listed as findings in
these agreed orders. As part of the March 1993 Consent Decree, ArcelorMittal
has been conducting a RCRA investigation of the facility. IDEM reviewed the
report “Phase II RCRA Facility Investigation Report - Facility Perimeter Areas,”
ArcelorMittal USA Inc., - Indiana Harbor East, EPA 1.D. No. IND 005 159 199,
September 2009, to obtain more information about the sources of groundwater
and surface runoff to the No. 6 Dock and Lake Michigan Impoundment. Based
on a review of this report, a review of monitoring data for the Lake Michigan
Impoundment collected under the current permit, the fact that ArcelorMittal has
completed cleanup operations at the No. 7 blast furnace slag quench pits, the fact
that the fly ash lagoon has been closed, and the permit prohibiting the discharge
of process wastewater to the Lake Michigan Impoundment, IDEM decided to
remove the monitoring requirements for the Lake Michigan Impoundment.
However, IDEM retained the prohibitions related to the Lake Michigan
Impoundment that were included in the prior permit. A review of the Phase II
RCRA report also showed that the No. 6 Dock is located in an area of the facility
that is hydrologically separate from the No. 7 blast furnace slag quench pits and
fly ash lagoon. According to the report, the fill area around the No. 6 Dock was
completed prior to the RCRA requirements and contains dredge spoils that could
be contributing to detections of ammonia-N and benzene. The report does not
indicate that the RCRA investigation is specifically targeting the source of the
groundwater coming through the fissures in the No. 6 Dock, but rather that
monitoring of groundwater near the No. 6 Dock is part of the larger facility
perimeter investigation. Since a groundwater remediation program has not been
specifically implemented at the No. 6 Dock, IDEM has retained this provision
from the prior permit.

No. 7 Blast Furnace:

The condition requiring the permittee to maintain and operate ground water
recovery wells in the vicinity of the No. 7 Blast Furnace slag quench pits has been
removed from the proposed permit.
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Comment 7: WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (WET) MONITORING FREQUENCY
Biomonitoring Frequencies
The above-referenced draft NPDES permits contain proposed biomonitoring
requirements as follows:
Follow-Up Biomonitoring
Qutfalls initial Biomonitoring Frequency if No Toxicity
Plant {FUc Thresholds} Freguency Demonstrated with Initia
Testing
Indiana Harbor East 014 {10.0) 3 consecutive months, Quarterly, life of permit;
018{7.7) 2 species mast sensitive species after 3
months with no toxicity
Indiana Harbor 061 {17.3} 3 consecutive months, Quarterly, life of permit;
Long Carbon 2 species most sensitive species after 3
months with no toxicity
Indiana Harbor West 0608 {2.2} None specified Quarterly, life of permit;
011 {5.8) most sensitive species after 3
012 {10} tests with no toxicity
Indiana Harbor Central | 0601 {9.8} None specified Quarterly, life of permit;
Treatment Plant most sensitive species after 3
tests with no toxicity

ArcelorMittal finds the proposed biomonitoring frequencies are inconsistent
across the plants and are excessive. In the alternative, ArcelorMittal requests the
biomonitoring frequencies be made uniform across the four permits as follows:
two species, monthly for three months. If no toxicity is demonstrated, annual
monitoring using most sensitive species determined as noted below.

Most Sensitive Species
The Indiana Harbor East and Long Carbon permits contain the following
requirement:

In the absence of toxicity with either species in the monthly testing for three
months in the current tests, sensitive species will be selected based on frequency
and failure of whole effluent toxicity tests with one or the other species in the
immediate past.

The Indiana Harbor West and Central Treatment Plant permits contain the
following requirement:

In the absence of toxicity with either species in the initial three (3) tests, sensitive
species will be selected based on frequency and failure of whole effluent toxicity
tests with one or the other species in the previous toxicity tests.

ArcelorMittal finds these statements to be somewhat confusing with respect to
determining the most sensitive species for subsequent testing after the initial three
monthly tests, assuming no toxicity is demonstrated:
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In the absence of toxicity with either species in the initial three (3) monthly tests,
the permittee will select the most sensitive species for subsequent testing based on
evaluation of the toxicity response from the three (3) monthly tests, or from any
prior toxicity tests conducted by the permittee.

For clarity, the Testing Frequency and Duration section (d.) has been modified to
read “The chronic toxicity test specified in section b. above shall be conducted
monthly for three (3) months initially and thereafier at least once every quarter
Jor the duration of the permit. After three tests have been completed, that indicate
no toxicity as defined in section f. below, the permittee may reduce the number of
species tested to only include the most sensitive to the toxicity in the effluent. In
the absence of toxicity with either species in the monthly testing for three (3)
months in the current tests, sensitive species will be selected based on frequency
and failure of whole effluent toxicity tests with one or the other species in the
immediate past.”.

Indiana Harbor East: As in the previous permit, acute toxicity testing is required
at Outfalls 014 and 018 and chronic toxicity testing is required at Outfall 014.
Chronic toxicity testing is also being required at Outfall 018 for the first time.

Indiana Harbor Long Carbon: As in the previous permit, acute toxicity testing is
required at Outfall 001. Chronic toxicity testing is also being required at Outfall
001 for the first time.

During previous Whole Effluent Toxicity Tests, facility discharges did not
demonstrate toxicity. However, that data is now 13 years old and new data is
necessary to reflect current facility operations and discharge characteristics.
Under 5-2-11.5(e), the commissioner may require monitoring for a pollutant of
concern even if it is determined that a WQBEL is not required based on a
reasonable potential determination. Given the source and nature of the
discharges, new chronic testing requirements, and in an effort to maintain
consistency between the ArcelorMittal East, Long Carbon, West and Central
Treatment Plant facilities, as well as other steel mills in the GLI (i.e. US Steel
Gary Works), the follow-up testing frequency in the absence of toxicity will
remain quarterly.

SWPPP BASELINE REQUIREMENTS FOR LEAD AND ZINC

The draft Indiana Harbor East and Indiana Harbor Long Carbon NPDES permits
contain proposed special conditions regarding Storm Water Monitoring and Non-
Numeric Conditions. Specifically each draft permit contains proposed provisions,
sub-paragraphs (f) and (g), that require the development of “baseline
concentrations” for lead and zinc based on the previous five years of storm water
monitoring data. The draft permits also require a recalculation of the baseline
using five-year rolling averages of storm water monitoring data, while
discounting any data that exceeds the prior baseline concentration. Corrective
action 1s required in the event a baseline concentration is exceeded. These permit
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requirements are convoluted and can result in lower storm water baseline
concentrations and a series of unnecessary corrective actions over time.
Moreover, such permit requirements were not included in the recently issued
permit for ArcelorMittal Burns Harbor LLC (NPDES Permit No. IN0O000175) and
have not been proposed in the draft NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor West
(NPDES Permit No. IN0000205) and Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant
(IN0063711).

ArcelorMittal requests that these proposed provisions be removed from the draft
NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor Long Carbon and Indiana Harbor East in their
entirety. Available storm water monitoring data for Indiana Harbor East and
Indiana Harbor Long Carbon demonstrate that storm water discharges are within
acceptable bounds and do not pose a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to
exceedances of water quality standards in the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal under
wet weather conditions. Furthermore, there is no regulatory basis for this
requirement. '

As an alternative, ArcelorMittal is willing to include in its annual SWPPP update
graphical summaries of storm water analytical results that can be used to evaluate
potential trends that may warrant further investigation or corrective action. In lieu
of development of “baseline concentrations” for lead and zinc, ArcelorMittal’s
proposes the following alternative special condition for the Indiana Harbor Long
Carbon and Indiana Harbor East NPDES permits:

Not later than January 31 of each year, the permittee shall prepare and
submit a report of historical and current storm water monitoring data for
each storm water outfall where storm water monitoring is required. Such
report shall include graphical summaries of available data for each
monitored pollutant for the past five years to illustrate trends in
discharges. The permittee shall undertake investigations and corrective
actions when determined necessary as provided in its storm water
pollution prevention plan.

The requirement to develop a “baseline concentrations” for lead and zinc based on
the previous five years of storm water monitoring data is appropriate for the East
and Long Carbon facilities because past storm water data is readily available,
where it isn’t yet available for the other facilities mentioned in Comment 8. The
baseline data are primarily for the facility’s use to determine the overall
effectiveness of control measures and to assist in knowing when additional
corrective action(s) may be necessary to comply with the effluent limitations. No
changes will be made at this time.

The following language has been added to Part L.E.1.h. of the permit: “The
permittee shall continue this approach until all of the appropriate control
measures have been implemented to meet the requirements in Part LE.5, and the

. facility has determined that no further pollutant reductions are technologically
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available and economically practicable and achievable in light of best industry
practice to meet the technology-based effluent limits or are necessary to meet the
water quality based effluent limits. The permittee must then document the
rationale for concluding that no further pollutant reductions are achievable, and
retain all records related to this with its SWPPP.”

FREEZE PROTECTION

ArcelorMittal requests that the discharge authorization statements for each
internal and external Outfall in each of the Indiana Harbor permits contain freeze
protection agents within the list of the authorized discharges. Seasonal use of
antifreeze in process and cooling water systems is essential to protect such
systems from freeze damage when idled or taken out of service during cold
weather periods. Upon start-up, service water is added to these systems and the
antifreeze is diluted and becomes a component of the discharges. ArcelorMittal
previously provided IDEM with estimates of possible concentrations of antifreeze
for Outfall 011 at Indiana Harbor East and Outfall 001 at Indiana Harbor Long
Carbon, and proposed to do so as follows for other outfalls at the Indiana Harbor
plants where freeze protection agents may be used to ensure such discharges are
authorized and regulated in an appropriate fashion, ArcelorMittal requests the
following footnote be added in the NPDES permits for each internal and external
outfall at the four ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor plants:

[x] The permittee is authorized to provide freeze protection for its process
water, process wastewater and non-contact cooling water systems as
necessary. Prior to discharge of the freeze protected water, the permittee
shall provide IDEM estimates of discharge concentrations of the freeze
protection agents.

‘Freeze protection agents’ are considered water treatment additives and are
subject to IDEM approval procedures prior to discharge. The information
provided by ArcelorMittal to date has been reviewed and the use of one particular
freeze protection agent has been approved at Outfalls 011 (Indiana Harbor East)
and 001 (Indiana Harbor Long Carbon).

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS FOR FREE CYANIDE, FLUORIDE AND
SELENIUM

The above draft NPDES permits contain proposed routine monitoring
requirements as set out below for free cyanide, fluoride and selenium. Water
quality based effluent limits have not been proposed. Reportedly, the data will be
used to determine whether the discharges pose a reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to exceedances of water quality standards for the next renewal NPDES
permits.
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Indiana Harbor East (pp. 9, 13. 59 and 60 of 84)

Monitoring Period Monitoring Frequency Sarnple Type
During Permit Term
Outfall 011
Fluoride 36 to 47 months 2xmonth 24-hr composite
Free oyanide 36 to 47 months 2 x month Grab
Outfall 014
Fluoride 36 to 47 months 2x month 24-hr composite
Free cyanide Life of permit 3xweek Grab
Outfall 018
Fluoride 36 to 47 months 2% month 24-hr composite
Free cyanide Life of permit 2 xweek Grab
Selenium Life of permit 2% month 24-hr composite

Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (p.41 of 60)

Monitoring Period Sample Type

During Permit Term

Monitoring Frequency

Qutfall 001
Fluoride 36 to 47 months 2 x month 24-hr composite
Free oyanide 36 to 47 months 2% month Grab

The Fact Sheets for the draft Indiana Harbor permits state that a review of
Indiana’s Section 303(d) list shows there are no pollutants on the list that have the
potential to impact waste load allocation analyses for the renewal of NPDES
permits on a whole watershed basis (see Attachment A — Water Quality
Assessment, p. 3). As shown below, available information and data, as well as
Indiana’s Section 302(d) list, demonstrate there is no reasonable basis for the
proposed monitoring requirements.

Free Cyanide
The Indiana water quality standards for cyanide are for free cyanide as follows:

ug/L mg/L
Criteria Maximum Concentration 22 0.022
Criteria Continuous Concentration (4-Day Average) 5.2 0.0052

Indiana’s 2008 Section 303(d) list included the Grand Calumet River as impaired
for free cyanide, but not the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal or Indiana Harbor. The
draft 2010 Section 303(d) list is the same. The Fact Sheet for Indiana Harbor East
(p. 26 of 111) and Fact Sheets for the other ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor permits
state there is a new Section 303(d) listing for free cyanide in Indiana Harbor.
However, the “new listing” is not reported in the Indiana 2008 Section 303(d) list
or the draft 2010 list.
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The Fact Sheets further state the proposed monitoring requirements for free
cyanide are based on data collected at the IHC-0 monitoring station in Indiana
Harbor during 2000 and 2001. These data are at least 10 years old and, as shown
below, do not reflect current conditions in Indiana Harbor. Attachment A to this
comment is a compilation of available IDEM data for cyanide amenable to
chlorination (CATC), free cyanide (F. CN) and total cyanide (T. CN) collected at
monitoring station IHC-0 (Indiana Harbor) from January 1990 to March 2008 and
at monitoring station JHC-2 (Indiana Harbor Ship Canal at Dickey Road) for the
period January 1990 to February 2010. The Dickey Road monitoring station IHC-
2 is downstream of Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant and Indiana Harbor
Long Carbon and upstream of all Indiana Harbor East and West outfalls. The
Indiana Harbor IHC-0 monitoring station is located downstream of all Indiana
Harbor East outfalls and downstream of Indiana Harbor West Outfalls 002, 009
and 010, and in the immediate vicinity of where the discharge channel for Indiana
Harbor West Outfall 011 empties into Indiana Harbor. Thus, the data collected at
the JHC-0 monitoring station can be affected by the discharge from Outfall 011.
Until recently, the discharge from Outfall 011 included treated process
wastewaters from the blast furnaces and the sinter plant. These wastewaters can
contain cyanide compounds. Unlike ITHC-0, data obtained at the IHC-2 Dickey
Road monitoring station provides a good representation of water quality in the
upstream end of the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal.

The data for station IHC-2 show nearly all non-detect results at concentrations of
< 0.005 mg/L for all three forms of cyanide for the entire period of record from
1990-2010. During 2000 and 2001 there were a few detect values of only total
cyanide in the 0.007 to 0.008 mg/L range. For the period 2002 to 2010, there were
three detect values at 0.006 mg/L (Dec. 2002, Dec. 2003, Jan. 2005), all well
below the CMC water quality standard of 0.022 mg/L. These data do not indicate
impairment for free cyanide at and upstream of Dickey Road.

The data for IHC-0 show detections of all forms of cyanide during 2000 and
2001; however, all reported analytical results were < 0.005 mg/L from 2002
through March 2008, when IDEM apparently suspended monitoring for total
cyanide at station IHC-0. Thus, the data show CMC and CCC water quality
standards for free cyanide have been attained at that location for at least six
consecutive years, and at station JHC-2 for at least eight consecutive years.
ArcelorMittal believes it is not appropriate to base considerations of impairment
for free cyanide and NPDES permit monitoring requirements on data that are
more than 10 years old.

Furthermore, available monitoring data for total cyanide at Indiana Harbor East
and Indiana Harbor West external outfalls (July 2005 to June 2010) show most
measurements of total cyanide are not present at levels above 0.005 mg/L, with
average total cyanide discharge concentrations in the range of 0.005 mg/L to
0.013 mg/L on an outfall-by outfall basis (non-detect concentrations counted as
present at 0.005 mg/L).




IN0000094
Page 142 0of 166

Given available monitoring data at stations IHC-0 and IHC-2 for the last several
years and recent ArcelorMittal monitoring data for total cyanide, there is no basis
to conclude the Indiana Harbor Ship Canal or Indiana Harbor are impaired for
free cyanide, and no basis to include free cyanide monitoring requirements in the
renewal NPDES permits for these four facilities. Thus, ArcelorMittal requests that
free cyanide monitoring requirements be deleted from the NPDES permits for
Indiana Harbor East, Indiana Harbor Long Carbon, Indiana Harbor West and
Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant.

Fluoride

The Indiana water quality standards for fluoride are 1.0 mg/L applicable to Lake
Michigan and 3.4 mg/l applicable to the IHSC. The water quality standard for
Lake Michigan was established to minimize or prevent increased levels of
fluoride in Lake Michigan (see 327 IAC 2-1.5-8, Table 8-9 of the water quality
standards — Additional Criteria for Lake Michigan). The standard applicable to the
IHSC is a chronic aquatic life criterion. Available monitoring data for fluoride at
the IHC-2 Dickey Road monitoring station (January 2005 to December 2009)
show the geometric mean concentration of fluoride at that location is 0.49 mg/L,
approximately one-half of the Lake Michigan water quality standard, and
approximately one seventh of the IHSC aquatic life criterion.

Recent monitoring data (July 2005 to June 2010) for ArcelorMittal Indiana
Harbor East and West facility outfalls are as follows:
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Average Fluoride
PlantfQutialt LTA Concentration {mgiL}; Gross Mass Loading
Discharge {Number of data} {ibsfday)
Flow {mgd)
indiana Harbor East
Outfall 01 B47 0.27 (8) 191
Qutfall 014 115 14 {2} 134
Outfali 018 15.9 6.8 {2} 119
Total IH East 112.1 444
indiana Harbor West
Outfali 002 112 041 (1) 38
Qutfali 009 553 0.45 {20} 208
Outfall 010 KRG 0.45 {20} 137
Outfall 011 234 14 (19} 273
Total IH West 126.5 656
Total IH East and West 2386 1,180
IDEM WQ Design Flow 2275 0.48 930
@ Canal Road {352 cis}) {geometric mean}
Total indiana Harbor 4661 052 2,030
{WQ Design Flow does {calculated)
not include IDEM Lake
Michigan Infrusion Flow)
IDEM Lake Michigan 853 607 50
intrusion Flow {132 cfs} {IDEM mode! data}
Total indiana Harbor H51.4 0.45 2,080
and Lake Michigan {calcudated)
intrusion Flow

This simplified mass balance approach to estimating fluoride concentrations in
Indiana Harbor shows that when considering the net addition of flow from
ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor East and West and gross mass discharges of
. fluoride, the calculated concentration of fluoride in Indiana Harbor is 0.52 mg/L,
again approximately one-half the Lake Michigan water quality standard of 1.0
mg/L. These calculations indicate that the ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor East and
West gross discharges of fluoride add only 0.03 mg/L of fluoride to the
background concentration measured at monitoring station IHC-2 (Dickey Road),
which is downstream of Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant and Indiana
Harbor Long Carbon. The above monitoring data do not reflect the zero discharge
wastewater treatment system installed at Indiana Harbor West, which will reduce
the above-listed mass discharge from Outfall 011. When accounting for the Lake
Michigan intrusion flow, the calculated fluoride concentration at the mouth of
Indiana Harbor is 0.45 mg/L, well below the 1.0 mg/L Lake Michigan water
quality standard. Furthermore, IDEM’s multi-discharger WLA model
overestimates discharges from the ArcelorMittal Indiana Harbor mills and fails to
account properly for background fluoride monitoring data at Dickey Road.

The data presented in the table above demonstrate that discharges of ﬂuoﬁde from
Indiana Harbor East, Indiana Harbor West, Indiana Harbor Long Carbon and
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Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant do not pose a reasonable potential to
cause or contribute to exceedances of the water quality standards for fluoride in
Lake Michigan and in the IHSC. Accordingly, ArcelorMittal requests the
proposed monitoring requirements for fluoride be deleted from each of the four
Indiana Harbor NPDES permits.

Selenium

The draft NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor East contains a proposed monitoring
requirement for selenium at Outfall 018 for the life of the NPDES permit at a
frequency of 2 x month. The initial NPDES permit application for Indiana Harbor
East Outfall 018 included two monitoring data, both with nondetect results of <
0.0019 mg/L. The CCC water quality criterion for selenium is 5 ug/L (0.005
mg/L). More recent NPDES permit application monitoring data for selenium at
Internal Outfall 518 includes one value at 1.3 mg/L, equivalent to a mass loading
o1 2.02 Ibs/day at the maximum flow of 0.186 mgd reported in the application. At
the time internal Outfall 518 was sampled, Outfall 018 was also sampled and the
measured selenium concentration was 0.0031 mg/L, also below the 0.005 mg/L
CCC water quality standard.

ArcelorMittal has plans to possibly increase the discharge flow at internal Outfall
518 to a maximum of approximately 0.4 mgd. At that flow, the maximum mass
discharge of selenium would be 4.34 lbs/day. Using the Indiana Harbor water
quality design flow from the above table (466.1 mgd), the increase in the Indiana
Harbor selenium concentration resulting from an Outfall 018 discharge of 4.34
lbs/day would be approximately 1.1 ug/L. Considering the Lake Michigan
intrusion flow, the increase in the ambient concentration would be less than 1
ug/l, well below the CCC water quality standard of 5 ug/L.

These calculations show the maximum expected discharge of selenium from
Outfall 018 does not pose a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the CCC water quality standard for selenium. Accordingly,
ArcelorMittal requests the proposed monitoring requirements for selenium be
removed from the Indiana Harbor East NPDES permit.

Response 10: Free Cyanide
The Indiana Harbor is included on the final 2010 303(d) list submitted by IDEM
to U.S. EPA for free cyanide based on data collected in 2000 and 2001 at IDEM
fixed water quality monitoring station IHC-0. The chronic aquatic criterion for
free cyanide of 5.2 ug/l is near the reporting level of 5 ug/l used by IDEM for
fixed station free cyanide data. Data reported as less than the reporting level may
still be near the criterion as shown in TMDL sampling data collected in the
Indiana Harbor Canal and Indiana Harbor in July 1999 and April 2000 using a
more sensitive test method. Total cyanide is currently monitored at many of the
ArcelorMittal internal and final outfalls, but little data for free cyanide are
available. The total cyanide data include values reported above the chronic
aquatic criterion for free cyanide. Since total cyanide is present at many of the
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ArcelorMittal outfalls and free cyanide has been shown to be present in the
Indiana Harbor Canal and Indiana Harbor, a multi-discharger model for free
cyanide is appropriate for the subwatershed. The monitoring requirements will
allow the collection of long-term free cyanide data at final outfalls with known
internal sources of total cyanide and provide a year of data at other final outfalls
to provide sufficient information to characterize the variability of the discharges
and conduct a multi-discharger model for free cyanide in the next permit renewal.

Fluoride

A multi-discharger model for fluoride was conducted based on known sources of
fluoride in the ArcelorMittal discharges and known sources in the East Branch
Grand Calumet River and West Branch Grand Calumet River that contribute to
the background concentration.  Limited data were available for some
ArcelorMittal final outfalls that contain sources of fluoride at internal outfalls
resulting in projected instream concentrations in the Indiana Harbor near the Lake
Michigan criterion.  Monitoring is being required to provide sufficient
information to better characterize the variability of fluoride in the discharges and
to conduct a multi-discharger model for free fluoride in the next permit renewal.

Selenium

The initial permit renewal application for ArcelorMittal East Outfall 018 was
submitted before the addition of Internal Outfall 518. Therefore, IDEM asked
ArcelorMittal to submit a Form 2C scan of Internal Outfall 518 and a new Form
2C scan of Outfall 018. ArcelorMittal provided the requested information in
December 2010. Based on the magnitude of the selenium concentration at
Internal Outfall 518 reported on Form 2C, limited data to characterize variability
at Internal Outfall 518, the potential for increased discharge from Internal Outfall
518, the variability of the flow at final Outfall 018 and preliminary effluent
limitations calculated for selenium at Outfall 018, IDEM is requiring long-term
monitoring for selenium at Internal Outfall 518 and final Outfall 018 to
characterize the variability of selenium in the discharges and provide data to
conduct a reasonable potential analysis at the next permit renewal.

MONITORING FREQUENCY FOR TOTAL RESIDUAL CHLORINE (TRC)
Each of the draft NPDES permits for the Indiana Harbor plants contains proposed
effluent limits and monitoring requirements for total residual chlorine (TRC) at
external outfalls. The proposed monitoring frequencies are as follows:

As discussed previously with IDEM, ArcelorMittal conducts TRC monitoring at
each plant using contract sampling and analytical resources. Monitoring
frequencies of daily would require weekend monitoring at high cost. Given that
historical TRC monitoring data for each plant do not indicate significant or
frequent problems with TRC monitoring, ArcelorMittal requests that, except for
Outfall 019 at Indiana Harbor East, the TRC monitoring frequencies for all
external outfalls at each plant be set at no more than 5 x week. IDEM addressed
this issue for the Indiana Harbor East and Indiana Harbor Long Carbon draft
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permits, but did not for Indiana Harbor West and Indiana Harbor Central
Treatment Plant. ArcelorMittal believes this was an oversight and requests that
IDEM set the TRC monitoring frequencies at Indiana Harbor West and Indiana
Harbor Central Treatment Plant at no more than 5 x week.

Additional Comments Regarding TRC

1. Indiana Harbor East Outfall 019, Footnote 6 (p. 19 of 84). The footnote needs
to be expanded to include the standard TRC provisions for discharges between the
LOD and LOQ for both the proposed monthly average and daily maximum
effluent limits.

2. Indiana Harbor East Outfall 518, (p. 16 of 84). A footnote needs to be added to
include the standard TRC provisions for discharges between the LOD and LOQ
for both the proposed monthly average and daily maximum effluent limits.

1. Indiana Harbor East Outfall 019 Footnote 6 (p. 19 of 84): the requested
language has been added.

2. Indiana Harbor East Outfall 518, (p. 16 of 84): the requested language is not
appropriate as the Daily Maximum mass loading limit corresponds to a
concentration greater than both the LOD and LOQ for the TRC test method (0.06

mg/l).

ANALYTICAL METHODS, SAMPLE TYPES, WATER TREATMENT
ADDITIVES, LOW VOLUME WASTES

ArcelorMittal requests the following comments regarding monitoring
requirements, analytical methods, water treatment additives and low volume
wastes be addressed in each of the Indiana Harbor NPDES permits, as
appropriate:

1. Analytical Method for Total Cyanide and Free Cyanide Monitoring
Requirements

The most recent revision to 40 CFR Part 136 lists ASTM D 2036-98(A) as an
approved analytical method for total cyanide, in addition to those listed in the
draft permits. The permits should clearly specify that any method approved by
EPA and published at 40 CFR Part 136 can be used for NPDES permit
compliance monitoring. In addition, where monitoring for both total cyanide and
free cyanide is required (i.e., Outfall 014 at Indiana Harbor East), ArcelorMittal
requests that if the total cyanide analytical result is non-detect, the corresponding
analysis for free cyanide can be waived.

2. Sample type for Total Phenols (Phenols (4AAP))
ArcelorMittal requests the sample type of total phenols be specified as “24-hour
composite” instead of “grab” to correspond to current monitoring requirements
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and current monitoring practices. This would allow continued collection of
ammonia-N and total phenols samples in one container and separation of samples
in the laboratory. Otherwise, additional samples would have to be collected to
meet the “grab” sample requirement for total phenols.

3. Water Treatment Additives

Footnotes regarding water treatment additives for each outfall in each permit
require reporting of changes in dosage rates in accordance with Part I1.C. 1. of the
standard conditions. As part of the NPDES permit renewal process, ArcelorMittal
provided IDEM lists of currently used water treatment additives for each Indiana
Harbor facility and the respective estimated maximum dosage rates of each
additive. Part II.C.1.b. of the standard conditions states notice to IDEM is
required only when:

“The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature of, or increase
the quantity of pollutants discharged. This notification applies to pollutants that
are subject neither to effluent limitations in Part I A. nor to notification
requirements in Part IL.C.9 of this permit.”

ArcelorMittal’s interpretation of Part I1.C.1.B. is that water treatment additives
fall under the above reporting requirement. Because ArcelorMittal has reported to
IDEM estimated maximum dosage rates of the water treatment additives, we
believe this reporting requirement would not come into effect unless the
previously reported maximum dosage rates were exceeded. Otherwise, taken
literally, the reporting requirement would be virtually impossible to meet. For
example, many non-contact cooling water and process water outfalls have effluent
limits for total residual chlorine (TRC). Effluent dechlorination with sodium
bisulfite is practiced to maintain compliance with the TRC effluent limits. The
rates of application of sodium bisulfite are variable and are based on the amounts
of TRC present. It would not be possible or reasonable to record changes in
sodium bisulfite addition over the course of a day for each outfall. The same issue
pertains to use of water treatment chemicals at process wastewater treatment
facilities, but to a lesser extent.

To address this issue, ArcelorMittal requests the footnotes in each of the Indiana
Harbor facility NPDES permits be modified as follows:

“In the event that changes are to be made in the use of water treatment additives
including dosage rates to Outfall 00x beyond previously reported estimated
maximum dosage rates, the permittee shall notify the Indiana Department of
Environmental Management as required by Part II.C.1. of this permit.” emphasis
added
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4. Low volume wastes

For purposes of defining “low volume wastes” that may be discharged from boiler
house and power station operations, ArcelorMittal requests that reverse osmosis
reject water be considered “low volume waste”. We believe this is consistent with
the specialized definition at 40 CFR §423.11(b) of the Steam Electric Power
Generating effluent limitations guidelines which includes ion exchange water
treatment system wastewaters as low volume waste. Reverse osmosis systems are
now being used to replace many of the conventional ion exchange and water
softening operations at large boiler house and power generating stations for boiler
water make-up treatment.

1. Analytical Method for Total Cyanide and Free Cyanide Monitoring
Requirements

The permittee must provide a LOD and LOQ for the Method ASTM D 2036-
98(A) for it to be considered as an approvable alternate method for Total Cyanide.
Alternative test methods are approvable outside of the permit, and can be
approved via letter.

IDEM establishes which analytical methods should be used in the NPDES
permits, in part, to ensure that the data collected can be used adequately.
Parameters identified in 40 CFR Part 136 often have many approved analytical
methods at varying levels of detection (LOD) and quantitation (LOQ). Allowing
a permittee to select any of those approved methods may not provide data at the
factor of concentration needed. For example, if the permittee provided analytical
data for a Reasonable Potential to Exceed analysis, a data set with values of <1
mg/1 could not determine if a reasonable potential existed if the water quality
criterion was at 0.5 mg/l. Therefore, IDEM determines which analytical
method(s) can be used. The permittee may request to use another analytical
method, however, and that request must be approved by IDEM prior to use for
data collection.

In order for IDEM to approve a waiver of Free Cyanide monitoring when Total

Cyanide results are “non-detects”, ArcelorMittal would have to only use an EPA
approved method (or methods) with a LOQ less than the permit limits for Total
Cyanide and less than the preliminary effluent limits for Free Cyanide. IDEM
doesn’t have that assurance at this time, therefore, no waiver will be granted as
part of this permit renewal.

2. Sample type for Total Phenols (Phenols (4AAP)):

In accordance with 40 CFR 403 Appendix E, grab sampling should be employed
where the pollutants being evaluated are those, such as cyanide and phenol, which
may not be held for an extended period because of biological, chemical or
physical interaction which take place after sample collection and affect the results.
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Therefore, no changes will be made at this time. In addition, reference should be

-made to 40 CFR Part 122.21(g)7(i) which states grab samples should be taken.

3. Water Treatment Additives:

IDEM agrees, in part, with the comment above. However, IDEM has
incorporated the following statement in lieu of the one provided:

“In the event that changes are to be made in the use of water treatment
additives that could significantly change the nature of, or increase the
discharge concentration of the additive, the permiitee shall notify the
Indiana Department of Environmental Management as required by Part
II.C.1. of this permit.”

It is important to note that the dosage rate is not the only deciding factor when
calculating the discharge concentration of a pollutant from a water treatment
additive. Other factors that need be considered when determining the discharge
concentration are, but not limited to, discharge flow, equipment used, physical
conditions, etc.

4. Low volume wastes:

Reverse osmosis reject water is considered “low volume waste” in the permits
where appropriate.

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES FOR STORM WATER POLLUTION
PREVENTION PLANS

Part LF (p. 44 of 84) of the draft Indiana Harbor East NPDES permit and Part LF.
(p 29 of 60) of the draft Indiana Harbor Long Carbon NPDES permit require that
storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs) be developed for each facility
12 months after permit issuance. ArcelorMittal requests that the time required to
meet the SWPPP requirements be extended from twelve (12) months to twenty-
four (24) months to account for the extensive work that will be required to
develop and modify the SWPPPs for all of the Indiana Harbor facilities. In"
addition, ArcelorMittal will be heavily involved in preparing a SWPPP for Burns
Harbor (due 18 months after the permit effective date of March 1, 2011), Indiana
Harbor West and Indiana Harbor Central Wastewater Treatment Plant (both are
due 18 months after the effective date of the permit). The requested extension will
allow the plans for all of these facilities to be prepared in a staggered fashion to
minimize manpower requirements as well as to evaluate best practices of each.

For consistency, Part LF of the draft Indiana Harbor East NPDES permit and Part
LF. of the draft Indiana Harbor Long Carbon NPDES permit shall be modified to
require that storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs) be developed for
each facility 18 months after permit issuance.
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CHANGES IN DISCHARGES OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES

The draft NPDES permit for the Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant includes
a Standard Condition at Part I1.A.16 (p. 48 of 59) titled “New or Increased
Discharges of Pollutants.” The other three draft Indiana Harbor permits contain
the same Standard Condition in Part IL.A.16, but the titles are “Changes in
Discharges of Toxic Substances.” ArcelorMittal requests the titles be made
consistent in all four NPDES permits so that the title reads “New or Increased
Discharges of Pollutants.” In addition, page 48 of the draft NPDES permit for the
Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant contains the following statement:

“This permit prohibits the permittee from taking any deliberate action that would
result in a new or increased discharge of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern
(BCC) or a new or increased permit limit for a pollutant parameter that is not a
BCC unless one of the following is completed prior to commencement of the
action: ... “ (emphasis added.)

The word “deliberate” is missing from the statement in the draft NPDES permits
for Indiana Harbor East, Indiana Harbor Long Carbon and Indiana Harbor West.
ArcelorMittal requests that the word “deliberate” be added to the NPDES permits
issued for Indiana Harbor East (p. 70 of 84), Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (p. 50
of 60), Indiana Harbor West (p. 62 of 72), as well as Indiana Harbor Central
Treatment Plant (p. 48 of 59).

The title of Part I1.A.16 in both the East and Long Carbon permits is already
“New or Increased Discharges of Pollutants”. The word “deliberate” has been
added to the NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor East and Indiana Harbor Long
Carbon .

STORM WATER NON-NUMERIC CONDITIONS

Each of the Indiana Harbor draft NPDES permits includes special conditions
under Storm Water Non Numeric Conditions that are conditions of applicable
Title V air permits. For example, paragraph 5.b. that references good
housekeeping, is covered under the applicable requirements in the facility’s
Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Also, paragraph 10.c. references regular inspections
of air pollution control equipment as well as monitoring inlets and outlets of air
flow ducts to check for particulate deposition. These requirements are duplicative
of requirements in the applicable Title V air permits. Accordingly, ArcelorMittal
requests that IDEM remove these requirements from the draft NPDES permits for
the Indiana Harbor facilities, specifically every action, inspection or reporting
requirement related to air pollution control equipment and fugitive dust controls.

The storm water non-numeric conditions are the same as those in the
ArcelorMittal Burns Harbor permit as well as other issued individual NPDES
permits. As a delegated state program, the IDEM modeled its storm water
permitting approach after the US EPA’s storm water program. For duplicative
conditions, in instances where actions taken to comply with Title V air permits (or

T
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other permits, regulations, etc.) also satisfy the storm water non-numeric
conditions, the action taken can be documented in the SWPPP for compliance
purposes.

PCB DISCHARGE PROHIBITION

ArcelorMittal has implemented programs to eliminate transformers and capacitors
containing PCBs from its Indiana Harbor facilities and has essentially eliminated
PCB-containing transformers from electrical service. PCBs are not used in any
process, water treatment or wastewater treatment operations. The draft Indiana
Harbor NPDES permits contains provisions that prohibit discharges of PCBs.
These conditions were first included in NPDES permits issued in the 1980°s and
earlier. Since that time, there have been significant advances in analytical science
such that PCBs can now be detected in the low ng/L range and lower.

Consequently, it may be possible to detect PCBs in discharges where the source is
the intake water. Accordingly, ArcelorMittal requests the phrase “... attributable
to facility operations” be added to the PCB discharge prohibition statement in
each Indiana Harbor permit. Without this requested change, ArcelorMittal could
be put in the untenable position of being required to treat large volume process
wastewater and non-contact cooling water discharges for PCBs that are beyond its
control and at levels that may be untreatable.

The source of the prohibition says specifically: “There shall be no discharge of
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs) compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.” In essence, this is a prohibition on using compounds
containing PCB compounds at these facilities. Should PCBs be detected in the
discharge, the facility should take action to determine if the source is indeed the
source water.

POLLUTANT MINIMIZATION PROGRAMS

Part I.B of each draft NPDES Permit contains requirements for Pollutant
Minimization Programs (PMPs) for outfalls where total residual chlorine (TRC) is
limited. A PMP program is also required for silver at Outfall 001 at Indiana
Harbor Central Treatment Plant. Paragraphs (3) of the PMP requirements for the
draft NPDES permits for Indiana Harbor East (p. 55 of 84) and Indiana Harbor
Long Carbon (p. 37 of 60) require only “Monitoring as necessary to record
progress toward the goal.”, whereas Paragraphs (3) contained in the draft NPDES
permits for Indiana Harbor West (p. 48 of 77) and Central Treatment Plant (p. 34
of 59) prescribes more extensive set of monitoring programs. Also paragraphs (4)
of the proposed PMPs require submission of an annual status report. Because
monitoring data will be submitted as part of the monthly discharge monitoring
reports, the requirement to submit an annual summary report is redundant and
should be eliminated.

Consistent with the manner in which PMP requirements were addressed in the

- recently issued Burns Harbor NPDES permit, ArcelorMittal requests that the
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monitoring requirements for paragraphs (3) in the Indiana Harbor West and
Indiana Harbor Central Treatment Plant NPDES permit be made consistent with
those for Indiana Harbor East and Indiana Harbor Long Carbon, and that the
paragraphs (4) annual reporting requirements be eliminated.

An annual report is required in accordance with 327 IAC 5-2-11.6(h)(7)(A)(iv),
therefore, the annual reporting requirements shall not be removed.

WQBELSs for Indiana Harbor East Outfalls 011, 014 and 018

The draft NPDES permit for Indiana Harbor East contains proposed water quality
based effluent limits for total residual chlorine and mercury at Outfall 011 and
total residual chlorine, mercury, lead and zinc at Outfalls 014 and 018. Comments
on the proposed effluent limits for lead and zinc at Outfalls 014 and 018 are
presented below.

Outfall 014 Proposed Lead and Zinc Effluent Limits

IDEM’s proposed permit limits for lead and zinc at Outfall 014 are overly
stringent and are not necessary to protect water quality. As noted elsewhere in
these comments, IDEM failed to use its own readily available site-specific data
for two important aspects of developing preliminary water quality based effluent
limits: (1) available and representative data at Dickey Road were not used to
determine background water quality; and, (2) site-specific dissolved and total
metals data were not used to develop site-specific dissolved metals translators.
Both of these shortcomings significantly impact calculation of preliminary water
quality based effluent limits for lead and zinc at Outfall 014.

For the reasons set out previously in these comments, data collected by IDEM
from the IHSC at Dickey Road should be used to establish background water
quality in IDEM’s water quality assessment. Furthermore, site-specific dissolved
metals translators should be calculated from IDEM’s available total and dissolved
metals data collected from the IHSC. The table below presents: (1) the proposed
permit effluent limits; (2) current effluent limits; (3) preliminary water quality
based effluent limits (PELs) calculated using Dickey Road background data and
site-specific DMTs; and, (4) ArcelorMittal’s requested effluent limits for Outfall
014.

IH East Outfall 014 Lead Zinc

Mass {fos/day} Conc. {ug/l} Mass {lbs/day)} Cone. {ug/l}
M Avg D.Max MAvyg D Max |M Avg D.Max M. Avg D.Max

Existing Limits

Draft Permit Umits 5.6 12 61 120 14.91 35 Report  Report

11.58 31.08 Report Report | 14.91 4469 Report  Report

PELs w/95th Percentile BMT 8.5 17 8% 180G 22 45 230 470

PELs w/TSS Regression DMT 13.7 28 143 280 33 65 340 680
PELs w/geomean DMT i7 34 177 350 38 77 400 &00

Reguested NPDES permit limits | 11.5 23 120 240 14,91 44.69 Report Report




IN0000094
Page 153 of 166

The requested limits for lead for Outfall 014 are derived from a wasteload
allocation of 146 ug/l, which results in a lead concentration of 9.3 ug/l at Lake
Michigan using IDEM’s multi-discharger wasteload allocation model. The
concentration of 9.3 ug/l is below the Lake Michigan chronic Water Quality
Criteria for lead of 9.9 ug/l. The requested limits are below the PELs calculated
using the TSS-regression derived and geometric mean dissolved fraction DMTs.
DMTs used for this analysis were calculated from IDEM data collected at fixed
monitoring station IHC-0, which is downstream of Outfall 014.

ArcelorMittal’s requested effluent limits for zinc are the current NPDES permit
effluent limits, which are more stringent than the preliminary water quality based
limits calculated from the site-specific DMTs and Dickey Road data used to
establish the background concentration at the appropriate location in the IHSC.

Printouts of IDEM’s multi-discharger Waste Load Allocation model for lead and
zinc that was modified to include Dickey Road data as background, the measured
discharges from Indiana Harbor Long Carbon Outfall 001 and Indiana Harbor
East Outfall 018, and ArcelorMittal’s requested effluent limits are attached (see
Attachment IHC-2 under the ‘Common Comments’). The results show remaining
assimilative capacity throughout the IHSC and at Lake Michigan for lead and
zinc.

Outfall 018 Proposed Lead and Zinc Effluent Limits

IDEM’s proposed effluent limits for lead and zinc at Outfall 018 are not
warranted and should be removed from the renewal NPDES permit. Lead and
zinc discharges from Outfall 018 show no reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to exceedances of water quality criteria. In its reasonable potential
assessment, IDEM used its default projected effluent quality (PEQ) calculation
procedure to compare lead and zinc discharges to preliminary water quality based
effluent limits.

IDEM’s default PEQ procedure results in a projected effluent quality that is
skewed unreasonably high by a very small number of data points. From July 2005
to June 2010, of the 638 samples analyzed for zinc, only four, or 0.6% of the
results, were above the maximum PEL calculated by IDEM. Of the 60 monthly
average zinc concentrations, only one was above the average PEL. Similarly for
lead, of the 636 samples analyzed, only one, or 0.16% of the results were above
the maximum PEL calculated by IDEM, and only one monthly average
concentration was above the average PEL. The few abnormally high data points
were apparently the results of upset conditions.

Under 327 IAC 5-2-11.5(b)(1)(B)(V), IDEM shall (emphasis added) allow the
use of an alternate procedure to calculate the PEQ if the procedure is scientifically
defensible, specifies the maximum and average PEQs as the 95th percentile of the
daily and monthly average data, respectively, captures long-term variability,
accounts for sparse data sets, and assumes a log-normal distribution unless some
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other distribution is shown to be more appropriate. Following these guidelines,
ArcelorMittal calculated PEQs using all data, including outliers, from July 2005
to June 2010, which are attached (see Attachment IHE-1). The results are
summarized below. For this analysis, data reported as “<” (ND) were accounted
for in three ways: (1) setting ND values equal to the detection limit; (2)
discounting all ND values; and, (3) replacing ND values by using regression. The
90% upper confidence limit on the 95th percentile of the projected distribution is
also presented (that is, we are 90% confident that the 95th percentile of the

data is below this value). Accordingly, ArcelorMittal requests that the PEQs
presented in the table below, which meet the requirements of 327 IAC 5-2-
11.5(b)(1)(B)(V), be used in IDEM’s reasonable potential assessment for Outfall
018.

Application of 327 IAC 5-2-11.5(b}H1}{B}{v); Alternate Methodology for Detarmination of PEQ
Outfall 018, Lead and Zinc PEQ July 2005 to June 2010, no outliers removed

Lead {mg/l} Zinc {mg/l)
PEQs Average l Maximum | Average ! Maximum
ND = Ri; n {lead) = 638; n {zinc) =638
PEQ {85th Percentile of Projected Distribution) 0.003 0.004 0.027 0.045
90% UCL on 95th Percentile 0.003 0.004 0.027 0.048
ND values removed from dota set; nflead) = 323; n{zinc) = 481
PEQL{95th Percentile of Projected Distribution) £.003 0.005 0.029 0.048
S0% UCL on 95th Percentile £.003 0.006 0.030 0.052
ND values replaced by regression; n {lead} = 636; n {zinc) =638
PEQ {85th Percentile of Projected Distribution) 0.003 0.004 0.026 0.043
90% UCL on 95th Percentile £.003 0.004 0.026 0.046
PEL calculated by IDEM loozs Joo77 Joiso [o360

All calculated PEQs in the table above are below their respective PELs calculated
by IDEM.

Lead and zinc discharges to Outfall 018 are limited by technology-based effluent
limits at Outfalls 518 and 618. A summary of the Qutfall 518 and 618 effluent
limits compared to the draft Outfall 018 permit effluent limits is presented below.
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IH East Outfall 018; comparison of 518 and 618 TBELs to Outfall 018 Draft Permit
WQBELs

Lead Zinc

M. Avg | D. Max | M. Avg | D. Max
Qutfall 518 TBELs, Ibs/day 1.32 2.28 2.73 8.21
COutfall 618 TBELs, Ibs/day 2.16 £.48 3.58 10.50
Total, Ibs/day 3.48 8.76 6.23 18.71
Outfall 018 flow, mgd 15.9
Outfali 018 TBELs concentration, ug/l 26 66 47 141
IDEM Qutfall 018 Draft Permit WOBELs, ug/l 38 77 180 360

Response 18:

The sum of the Outfall 518 and 618 TBELSs are more stringent than the
preliminary WQBELSs contained in the draft permit calculated by IDEM.

Considering that the PEQ values calculated under 327 IAC 5-2-11.5(b)(1)(B)(V)
are below the proposed effluent limits, and that the technology-based effluent
limits at Outfalls 518 and 618 are more stringent than the proposed permit
effluent limits, the proposed effluent limits for lead and zinc at Outfall 018 should
be removed from the permit.

WQBEL:s for Indiana Harbor East Outfalls 011, 014 and 018

Outfall 014 Proposed Lead and Zinc Effluent Limits
Please see Response 1.

Outfall 018 Proposed Lead and Zinc Effluent Limits

IDEM reviewed lead and zinc data collected by the facility at Outfall 018 for the
period July 2005 through June 2010 to conduct the reasonable potential analysis.
A review of the zinc data showed a daily sample in December 2008, and a daily
sample in January, February and March 2009 that exceeded the daily maximum
PEL. The magnitude of the exceedance in March 2009 was over six times the
daily maximum PEL. The monthly average and daily maximum PELs for zinc for
Outfall 018 were based on the acute aquatic criteria due to the available dilution.
A review of the lead data showed a daily sample in the month of March 2009 that
exceeded the daily maximum PEL. This sample was collected the same day as
the zinc sample that exceeded the daily maximum PEL for zinc. A review of
Internal Outfall 518 and 618 lead and zinc data for the days when the high daily
values occurred showed that these internal outfalls were not the source of the high
concentrations of lead and zinc. The monthly reports were reviewed to see if they
contained an explanation for the high values and no explanation could be found.
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ArcelorMittal has also not provided a rationale for the high values other than that
they are apparently the results of upset conditions. While an applicant may
provide an alternate procedure for calculating the projected effluent quality (PEQ)
for use in the reasonable potential statistical procedure under 327 IAC 5-2-
11.5(b)(1), IDEM also retains the ability to make a reasonable potential
determination under 5-2-11.5(a). IDEM is required to establish WQBELSs under
5-2-11.5(a) “If the commissioner determines that a pollutant or pollutant
parameter (either conventional, nonconventional, a toxic substance, or whole
effluent toxicity (WET)) is or may be discharged into the Great Lakes system at a
level that will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an
excursion above any applicable narrative criterion or numeric water quality
criterion or value under 327 IAC 2-1.5”. In making this determination, IDEM is
required to take into account the source and nature of the discharge, existing
controls on point and nonpoint sources of pollution, the variability of the pollutant
or pollutant parameter in the effluent, and where appropriate, the dilution of the
effluent in the receiving water. In all cases, IDEM shall use any valid, relevant,
representative  information pertaining to the discharge of the pollutant.
Considering that lead and zinc are pollutants of concern at Outfall 018, the source
of the high values is unknown, no rationale has been provided to demonstrate that
the high values are not valid and representative data, the existing controls at
Internal Outfalls 518 and 618 were operating properly and the high values still
occurred, the high lead value occurred at the same time as a high zinc value and
the high zinc values exceeded daily maximum PELs designed to protect aquatic
life from acute toxicity, IDEM believes that WQBELs for lead and zinc are
required at Outfall 018 under 5-2-11.5(a) regardless of the reasonable potential
statistical procedure under 5-2-11.5(b)(1).

TRANSPORT OF NO. 7 BLAST FURNACE PROCESS WATER

Occasional hydraulic imbalances can occur in the process water treatment and
recycle system for the No.7 blast furnace at Indiana Harbor East. Under certain
circumstances, the volume of process water can exceed the capacity of the
internal Outfall 518 treatment system for the No. 7 blast furnace. ArcelorMittal

requests authorization to transport water by tank truck or other means to the

Outfall 613 treatment system for the Nos. 5 & 6 blast furnaces. Such process
wastewaters can be treated in the internal Outfall 613 treatment system and then
discharged through internal Outfall 613 and ultimately through external Outfall
014. Because all of the pollutants limited for the No. 7 blast furnace at internal
Outfall 518 are also limited at either Outfall 613 or Outfall 014, ArcelorMittal
requests that “intermittent discharges of process wastewater from the No.7 blast
furnace” be added to the respective discharge authorization statements for internal
Outfall 613 (p. 12 of 84) and external Outfall 014 (p. 9 of 84). As part of this
comment, ArcelorMittal is not requesting that any applicable technology-based
effluent limits or Section 301(g) variance effluent limits for ammonia-N and
Phenols (4AAP) at internal Outfall 613 or Outfall 014 be modified.
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With the exceptions of phenols, which have more stringent limits at internal
Outfall 613, and TRC, which has more stringent limits at Outfall 014, the limits at
internal Outfall 518 are the most stringent. Allowing the water to be transported
to internal Outfall 613 would result in the discharge being allowed to meet less
stringent limits, at both internal Outfall 613 and Outfall 014. Therefore,
authorization to transport water from internal Outfall 518 by tank truck or other
means to the Outfall 613 treatment system has not been approved as part of the
permit renewal.

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS FOR OUTFALL 014: AMMONIA-N,
TOTAL AND FREE CYANIDE AND TOTAL PHENOLS

The only regulated process sources of ammonia-N, cyanide and total phenols that
discharge to the Master Recycle System tributary to Outfall 014 are the Nos. 5
and 6 blast furnaces. Process water discharges from these furnaces are also
regulated at internal Outfall 613. These furnaces are currently not operating and
future operation over the near term is likely to be intermittent. Accordingly,
ArcelorMittal requests that monitoring requirements for ammonia-N, total and
free cyanide and total phenols at Outfall 014 be waived for any month when the
Nos. 5 and 6 blast furnaces are not operated.

These parameters previously had effluent limits at Outfall 014, which were
reduced to monitoring only requirements for various reasons clearly detailed in
the Fact Sheet. With the large number of wastestreams contributing to Outfall
014, IDEM believes that retaining the monitoring requirements for ammonia (as
N), cyanide, and total phenols is appropriate even when Outfall 613 is not
discharging to Outfall 014.

OUTFALL 018 - CORRECTION TO DESIGNATION OF NO. 17 TURBINE
On page 13 of 84 of the draft Indiana Harbor East NPDES permit, the discharge
authorization statement for Outfall 018 incorrectly lists the No. 17 turbine as the
North Lake Energy No. 7 turbine. ArcelorMittal requests that this authorization
statement be revised to state the “North Lake Energy/No. 17 Turbine” rather than
the “North Lake Energy/No. 7 Turbine”.

Corrections have been made throughout the permit and fact sheet.

Ms. Jeanette Neagu, President, Save the Dunes and Mr. Lyman C. Welch, Water Quality
Program Manager, Alliance for the Great Lakes submitted the following comments on
behalf of Save the Dunes and the Alliance for the Great Lakes for the Indiana Harbor East
(IN0000094) permit. Mr. Jesse Kharbanda, Executive Director, Hoosier Environmental
Council, submitted a letter supporting the joint comments submitted by Save the Dunes
and the Alliance for the Great Lakes.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on NPDES Permit Number
IN0000094, which is the Indiana Harbor East Facility for the ArcelorMittal
Indiana Harbor Plant. We would also like to commend Mr. Bruno Pigott and his
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staff for taking time to patiently answer our questions and concerns, and for
working closely with USEPA in advance to iron out potential issues and concerns
USEPA might have otherwise had with the permits.

Save the Dunes maintains interests in this area for several reasons, not the least of
which we are landowners in the Grand Calumet Area of Concern (AOC). In
addition, we have a long tradition of supporting any efforts to protect the waters
of Lake Michigan and its tributaries that are intricately tied to the geological
history of the Indiana Dunes. Even more important is the need to ensure that our
members as well as residents in that area are not being exposed to harmful toxins
or chemicals when they utilize these important resources for drinking water,
swimming, fishing, recreation and boating.

As a stakeholder in preserving, protecting and restoring the natural resources of
Northwest Indiana since 1952, it is extremely bothersome to Save the Dunes that
this permit was last issued in 1986 and modified as far back as 1991. Waiting this
long to issue a renewal calls into question the integrity of, in the eyes of the
general public, not only the administratively extended permits but also these
renewed permits and new permits. Furthermore, administratively extended
permits do not allow for adequate public input, and should never be used to mask
serious problems with permitting delays. All living matter in that area and humans
deserve to have a current permit that strives to uphold the intent of the Clean
Water Act, which has an ultimate goal of zero discharge. Save the Dunes and the
Alliance for the Great Lakes will be watching in the future to make sure major
facility NPDES backlogs do not develop again.

Because Lake Michigan is an Outstanding State Resource Water, and because it
has been so long since this permit has been re-issued, we believe that it is
imperative to approve this permit renewal without delay. Nevertheless,
considering the impact of this facility on the environment, drinking water and
human health, it is critical that this permit be the best permit possible. Therefore,
we are providing several recommendations that we hope will be given serious
consideration, and we look forward to your response on those recommendations.
Areas of focus that need improvement in this permit include:

Chromium Issues

Health effects that can result from exposure to hexavalent chromium (also known
as hex chromium or chromium-VI) include damage to the nose; anemia; intestinal -
and stomach damage; and cancer. The State of California is so concerned about
this parameter that it has set a very low detection limit of 0.02 pg/L.

In 2010, ArcelorMittal West (TRI ID 46312LTVST3001D) reported through the
Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) that 890 pounds of chromium compounds were
discharged to the water, one of the highest amounts of chromium discharges
reported in the Great Lakes Basin. IDEM has indicated that this chromium is
removed from the wastewater in the Central Wastewater Plant and taken offsite
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for disposal, as might be evidenced by the 23,000 pounds of chromium
compounds reported in the 2010 TRI as removed through this method. As a result
of it being removed in the Central Plant, a specific provision was included in all
of the permits that prohibits the discharge of chromium at any of the outfalls.

We don’t know if it was an oversight or intentional, but there is nothing in these
permits that requires monitoring to make sure this prohibition is being followed,
making enforcement more difficult. This is particularly important since they have
reported discharging 890 pounds of chromium compounds directly to the water as
late as 2010.

A continuous monitoring system for chromium compounds should be required in
all the permits where chromium discharges are prohibited. Recent studies and
media coverage of detections of chromium-6 in tap water, in addition to EPA’s
current efforts to conduct human health risk assessments, also support the need
for monitoring protocols for chromium in this permit. This is especially important
because hexavalent chromium is more soluble and more mobile than the more
naturally occurring chromium III, and also enters the water through airborne
sources in the plant.

While many facilities base their TRI data on monitoring data, others report
estimated data to TRI, as the TRI program does not mandate monitoring. Various
estimation techniques can be used when monitoring data are not available, and
EPA has published estimation guidance for the regulated community. Variations
between facilities can result from the use of different estimation methodologies.
These factors should be taken into account when considering data accuracy and
comparability. It is also incorrect to equate the chromium compounds listed in the
TRI as hexavalent chromium.

However, IDEM acknowledges the importance of verifying that hexavalent
chromium is not being discharged from these facilities. Where required by
federal effluent guidelines, total chromium limitations have been included in the
proposed permits. Additionally, a prohibition against discharging wastewaters
containing hexavalent chromium has been included in the proposed permit at
potentially affected outfalls. IDEM has added a hexavalent chromium monitoring
requirement at the potentially affected outfalls at a reasonable frequency in order
to confirm that hexavalent chromium is not being discharged. IDEM doesn’t
require monitoring for “chromium compounds™ as there are no water quality
standards upon which to establish effluent limitations for “chromium
compounds™.

Some Parameters May be Missing

With respect to toxic pollutants, Clean Water Act Section 301 requires that
NPDES permits “shall require application of “Best Available Technology” (BAT)
to reduce pollutant discharges to the maximum extent “technologically and
economically achievable,” including “elimination of discharges of all pollutants”
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if it is achievable. Federal regulations promulgated by USEPA also require that
“[t]echnology-based treatment requirements under Section 301(b) of the [CWA]
represent the minimum level of control that must be imposed” in a NPDES
permit. BAT is a stringent treatment standard that has been held to represent “a
commitment of the maximum resources economically possible with the ultimate
goal of eliminating all polluting discharges.”

Technology-based effluent limitations (TBELS) are a necessary minimum
requirement for a permit “regardless of a discharge’s effect on water quality.”
Federal regulations require state permitting authorities to establish BAT effluent
limits in individual NPDES permits on a case-by-case basis, using Best
Professional Judgment (BPJ), “to the extent that EPA-promulgated effluent
limitations are inapplicable.” The use of the word “shall” in both the federal
statute and regulations does not leave IDEM with any discretion as to whether
TBELs should be established. Instead, TBELs must be established for every
parameter reported in the TRI data. It is our contention that IDEM must set
TBELSs for all pollutants by determining BAT. Even if the ArcelorMittal facility is
not discharging these pollutants in amounts that would implicate the applicable
water quality standard or require a WQBEL, the Clean Water Act still requires
that they be subject to TBELs.

The Clean Water Act requires that “the discharge of any pollutant by any person
shall be unlawful” except, in pertinent part, if it is authorized by a NPDES permit.
The Act further defines “discharge of a pollutant” to mean “any addition of any
pollutant to navigable waters from any point source.” Requiring effluent
limitations for even small discharges of pollutants is consistent with the Clean
Water Act’s statutory goal of “elimination of discharges of all pollutants.”

Accordingly, although some pollutants reported in ArcelorMittal’s TRI reports
may only be discharged in small amounts, they still constitute “discharges of a
pollutant” that are illegal under the Clean Water Act unless subject to appropriate
TBELSs. IDEM needs to review the TRI and revise the draft permit to incorporate
such missing TBELs before ArcelorMittal’s NPDES permits can be lawfully
renewed.

For the reasons outlined in Response 22, the TRI is not appropriate data source
for establishing permit effluent limitations.

Development of limitations for every possible pollutant which could potentially
be present in the discharge is not feasible. Technology based effluent guidelines
are not always established for every pollutant present in a point source discharge.
In many instances, EPA promulgates effluent guidelines for an indicator pollutant
or pollutants. Industrial facilities that comply with the effluent guidelines for the
indicator pollutant(s) will also control other pollutants (e.g., pollutants with a
similar chemical structure). For example, EPA may choose to regulate only one of
several metals present in the effluent from an industrial category, and compliance
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with the effluent guidelines will ensure that similar metals present in the discharge
are adequately controlled. Additionally, for each industry sector EPA typically
considers whether a pollutant is present in the process wastewater at treatable
concentrations and whether the model technology for effluent guidelines
effectively treats the pollutant.

Mercury Issues

One of the most serious concerns we have with this permit is the schedule of
compliance proposed for this facility to meet new effluent limitations for mercury.
Mercury is an especially dangerous parameter of concern since it bioaccumulates
in fish tissue, and can adhere to sediments in all the affected water bodies. Lake
Michigan, in particular, does not have a ready ability to heal itself as it takes more
than 90 years for its waters to recycle and turn over. In addition, more than
adequate studies have been done that prove that sediments in this area contain
conditions that are sufficient to alter the chemical composition of fish tissues to
the extent that the human uses of fishery resources in that area are adversely
affected.
(http://www.fws.gov/midwest/GrandCalumetRiverNRDA/documents/Volumel.p

df)

While the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) allows Indiana to provide flexibility on
compliance schedules, the key words are “shall not exceed five years or the term
of the NPDES permit, whichever is less.” That does not automatically mean that
54 months (4.5 years) is the standard amount of time granted. The effluent
limitations should come as no surprise to ArcelorMittal, and we just don’t see
why it should take 54 months to ramp up to meet the standards.

1t is our understanding that, as soon as the permit is approved, ArcelorMittal must
in order of sequence:

1. Develop a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) within three months
that identifies sources of mercury in the wastewater being treated.

o It is our belief that this QAPP should take into account a mass
balance study of all sources of mercury including air, water and
solid waste such as secondary wastewater sludge.

e Once the QAPP is approved by IDEM, how much time will then
be allotted to identify those sources? Is it possible to negotiate this
timeline within the permit?

o Will the QAPP be made available for comment by the public?

2. Then develop a Final Plan for Compliance (FPC) to achieve compliance
with the final effluent limits.

e Will there be an opportunity for public comment on the FPC?

3. Implement the FPC within 24 months.

e 24 months seems too long. We request that the FPC be

implemented in 12 months.
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We also want to have some assurances that there is a high degree of certainty that
all these plans and schedules are realistic and achievable.

The QAPP required by this permit requires identification of all sources of
mercury in the wastewater. Requiring a mass balance study of all sources of
mercury including air, water and solid waste such as secondary wastewater sludge
1s beyond the scope of a NPDES permit.

Part LN. of the permit outlines the procedure for achieving compliance with the
final effluent limitations for mercury, as well as lead and zinc. Part I.N. dictates
that the permittee submit a QAPP report to IDEM no later than 3 months from the
effective date of this permit outlining, among other things, the methods with
which the permittee will identify sources of mercury, lead and zinc. Another
report is due no later than 15 months from the effective date of this permit that
includes the previous 12 months sampling data for mercury, lead and zinc and a
description of any pollution prevention activities implemented. A second QAPP
report is due no later than 27 months from the effective date of this permit that
includes the previous 24 months sampling data for mercury, lead and zinc, an
evaluation of pollution prevention activities and treatment technologies, any
additional control measures put in place since the last report, and the anticipated
date when the permittee will submit the FPC.

The QAPP and FPC will become public documents; however, they will not be
placed on Public Notice for review and comment by the public.

“Implementing the FPC in 12 months is not a reasonable expectation due to the

amount of data collection, investigation, and pollution prevention activity
development and implementation required as part of the Schedule of Compliance.

Missing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)

It is amazing to Save the Dunes and the Alliance for the Great Lakes that IDEM
reportedly spent $1 million to complete TMDL assessments on the Grand
Calumet in 2001, and then never developed the TMDLs. Wasteload allocations
used throughout all the permits are not sufficient because they are looking at
parameters on a case-by-case basis and not the whole stream. You are not
considering the other sources that might be contributing to impairments in the
entire AOC.

We request that the necessary TMDLs be developed prior to the next renewal for
these permits; and we invite IDEM and USEPA to work with Save the Dunes to
make sure this happens, just as we are working together to develop TMDLs for
the Salt Creek Watershed. TMDLs are a critical step to resolving impairments in
the AOC; impairments that have far-reaching consequences beyond the AOC into
Lake Michigan — and also impact a visitor’s ability to enjoy the Indiana Dunes
National Lakeshore.
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The IDEM Permitting Branch agrees that TMDLs are a critical step to resolving
impairments in the AOC. The Permitting Branch has no control over if and when
TMDLs are developed and approved. In the event TMDLs have been developed
and approved for the waterbodies which receive discharges from these
ArcelorMittal facilities during the next permit renewal cycle, the information will
be taken into consideration during the development of water quality based
effluent limits and completion of RPE analyses. IDEM encourages Save the
Dunes to keep working with IDEM and EPA on projects such as the development
of TMDLs for the Salt Creek Watershed.

Thermal Concerns

While we appreciate the in-stream sampling and modeling that has been done to
prove that ArcelorMittal does not have a reasonable potential to exceed a water-
quality criterion for temperature, it is our contention that continuous in-stream
monitoring should be required as opposed to grab sampling. Grab samples are
only as good as the sample. This is especially important since the Clean Water
Act requires the permittee to demonstrate that the balanced indigenous
community of aquatic organism is protected and maintained. We also need to
know if US Fish and Wildlife, DNR and other staff were consulted during this
study because thermal concerns have a major impact on impairments in the AOC.

Please see Response 5.

Typographical Error
On page 58, line 9 of the permit, it should say “prevention” not “prevent.”

The typographical error has been corrected.

Procedure for Whole Effluent Toxicity

An overall goal of the GLI is to have consistency among the Great Lake States.
We understand that USEPA disapproved Indiana’s WET procedure in 2000 and
therefore WET testing procedures in this permit must conform to EPA guidance
and national standards in 40 C.F.R. 122.44(d)(1). IDEM must ensure that the
WET procedures described in the permit comply with these federal standards to
USEPA’s satisfaction.

IDEM’s current WETT requirements have been reviewed and approved by
IDEM’s Toxicologist. US EPA has reviewed the WETT requirement as well and
has no objections. Therefore, IDEM is confident that the program complies with
federal standards to USEPA’s satisfaction.

Phenols

Save the Dunes and the Alliance for the Great Lakes would like to applaud IDEM
for proposing that the variance request for phenol (4AAP) not be renewed in the
West facility permit as stated in the Citizen’s Summary. It does not appear that
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this same denial was in the other permits, however, including this East Facility
permit. Please clarify that for us.

In addition, we are wondering if any consideration might be given to using carbon
filters in all the control technologies to reduce phenol pollution. For example, in
the East Facility Permit, It is our understanding phenols are controlled using
carbon filters that the blow down from Nos. 5 & 6 blast furnace recycled system
1s treated through clarifiers for solids remove and carbon filtration to control
phenols and is then discharged to the Main Plant Recycle System through internal
Outfall 613.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on these permits. While we
appreciate that it is certainly more stringent than the current, administratively
extended permit, as you can see there are still areas that need to be strengthened in
the permit to further protect our most precious resource — water.

Response 29: This comment incorrectly states that the phenols variance wasn’t renewal in the
West permit. That is incorrect. The phenols variance was not approved to be
continued in the East permit. That denial was based on review of data collected
from the affected internal outfall 613. The data showed that the facility could
meet the more stringent technology based effluent limits for phenols without a
variance. Therefore, the variance wasn’t continued.

Each facility determines which controls are necessary to be implemented in order
to meet the effluent limitations placed upon discharges by regulators by IDEM.
Regulators do not dictate specific controls to be installed.

Mr. Jim Sweeney, President, Izaak Walton League, PCC (Porter County Chapter),
submitted the following comments on behalf of the PCC for the Indiana Harbor East
(IN0000094) and Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (IN0063355) permits.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these permits and wish to have our
comments made part of the public record for all four permits. A hard copy will
follow in the US mail.

The Porter County Chapter of the IWLA was founded in 1958 to support the
establishment of the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore and has been an advocate
for the park and for the air and water of northwest Indiana ever since.

It is our opinion that the ultimate goal of the Clean Water Act is to eliminate
pollution and to make all waters of the United States “fishable and swimmable” as
specifically stated in the Act.

- Our comments reflect much of what has been submitted to you by the Save the
Dunes Council as we have worked closely with the Council since 1958.
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Our concerns include heavy metals, missing TMDL’s, and a few other issues.

Chromium

ArcelorMittal reported through the Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) that 890
pounds of chromium compounds were discharged to the water of Lake Michigan.
Reportedly it is removed from the wastewater and a provision was included in
each of the permits that prohibit the discharge of chromium at any of the outfalls.

This is welcome but we have found no requirement that calls for monitoring to
make sure this happens. A monitoring system should be required in all the permits
where chromium discharges are prohibited.

Please see Response 22.

Mercury
Mercury is an especially dangerous toxin because it bioaccumulates in fish tissue

and can adhere to sediments in water bodies. One of the most serious concerns
we have with this permit is the schedule of compliance for these facilities to meet
new effluent limitations for mercury.

We request that these new permits include a Final Plan for Compliance that will
be implemented in 24 months that addresses all sources of mercury pollution.

Please see Response 24.

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)

IDEM reportedly spent $1 million to complete TMDL assessments on the Grand
Calumet in 2001, and then did not develop the TMDLs. Waste load allocations
used in these permits are not sufficient because they are looking at individual
parameters on a case-by-case basis and not the whole stream. Refer to the
definition of TMDL. All sources must be considered.

TMDLs need to be developed prior to the next renewal for these permits. They
are a critical step to resolving impairments in the AOC.

Please see Response 25.

Other Concerns

The permits should require constant monitoring of all outfalls due to the potential
for serious discharges for the entire range of pollutants and chemicals used at
ArcelorMittal. The Clean Water Act requires the permittee to show the ecology of
the receiving waterway is protected.

Any impact of thermal discharge needs to be documented and corrected.
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Section 301 of the Clean Water Act requires that NPDES permits “shall require
application of “Best Available Technology” to reduce discharges to the extent
“technologically and economically achievable,” including “elimination of
discharges of all pollutants” if it is achievable.

The Clean Water Act requires that “the discharge of any pollutant by any person
shall be unlawful” except if authorized by a NPDES permit. The Act further
defines “discharge of a pollutant” to mean “any addition of any pollutant to
navigable waters from any point source.” Requiring effluent limitations for even
small discharges of pollutants is consistent with the Clean Water Act’s statutory
goal of “elimination of discharges of all pollutants.”

ArcelorMittal and the other factories have come a long way but still have a long
way to go. Lake Michigan does not belong to them, it belongs to the public and
your job is to make sure this incredible resource is protected for our use and for
future generations.

Constant monitoring for all outfalls for all pollutants and all chemicals is not
feasible. Please refer to Response 23 for a discussion on how parameters and

indicator pollutants are selected.

Please refer to Response 5 for a thermal discharge discussion.

Mr. Ted Oberc, Concerned Citizen, submitted a written statement on the issuance of the
Indiana Harbor East (IN0000094) and Indiana Harbor Long Carbon (IN0063355) permits.
IDEM wishes to acknowledge receipt of Mr. Oberc’s written statement, and is appreciative
of his participation. IDEM made no to changes to either the permit or fact sheet in
response, but took all comments into consideration.

During the public hearing, held in Gary, Indiana, on September 15, 2011, statements were
read by Mr. Kevin Doyle, Environmental Manager, ArcelorMittal and Mr. Patrick
Gorman, Indiana Steel Environmental Group Facilitator.




